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INTRODUCTION. 
Courteous Reader, | 


Ges my Adverſary concealeth his Name, that I cannot dire&-this 
my Defence to him; I muſt Addreſs to thee, and crave leave to 
give an account of the Riſe of this Debate, and of my Thoughts of The riſe of ' 
this Author, and this his Book. this Der © 
The Author of this Treatiſe, was pleaſed the laſt year, to ſet fort · 
an Examination of a Sermon Preached by me May 16. 1703. And he 
— on two Things, as the matter of his Quarrel, which are in a 
ew Lines in the 14 Page of the Sermon. The one is (As my words 
are) I know no Miniſter of that, ( i. e. the Epiſcopal ) way, who judgeth 
Communion with us in Worſhip unlawful 3 unleſs there be any of them, who” 
g aſſert ſuch 4 neceſſity of Epiſcopal Ordination, as nullifies the Miniſtry, and 
all the Ordinances, diſpenſed by ſuch who want it. | 
The other, is in theſe words; And that I confeſs is ſuch an Opinion, 
that I think - ſhould not be Tolerated, - in any Proteſtant Church: Being de- 
ſtructive to the Truth, and Being of moſt of the Proteſtant C hurches, ® : 
And tho the firſt of theſe was about a matter of Fact, and my know- 
ledge, yet he curned it into a Doctrinal Controverſie. 
hen I had ſeen and peruſed his Examination, I ſet forth a Vindi. 
cation of my Sermon; now this Author aflaults me again, ina Book: 
intituled The Reaſonableneſs of Toleration, &c. Drawn up, in the form 
ol Four Letters, pretended to be directed to me, tho I neverſaw them 
hy till che 14.of June laſt, about which time they had been induſtriouſly 
\ gn — be tho they bear Date in January, and February laſt. 
| - After that I was partly through bodily Indiſpoſition, and partly 
through other Diverſions, hindred, from any ſerious peruſal of this 
Book; now, Having gotten ſome leafure for peruſal of it, I acknow- 
ledge, the Author ſeemeth to be a man of Reading, at leaſt in the uſual 1 
Citations of Writers for Prelacy. But he hath much of Confidence, uf = — | 
and talks highly, of Principles, and Catholick Principles, and Demonſtea- ter and 
tion, and infinite Proofs, nothing clearer, &c. And with no little Inſo- e. 
* Jence, contemns and flights, what is brought againſt him, as Triffes, 
Clamour, Nyiſe. Canting, Roaring, yea, Shameful Tricks, and ſuch like, 
and boldly Cenſures the Church of Scotland as Sarilegious & Schiſmatical, 
and guilty of Eccleſiaſtical Treaſen, and Perduellion, &c. Truly if a Cauſe is 
$0 be judged by Confidence, Rallerie, and Railing, he will carry it 


ſent Debate. 1 | 


— 


| 64 JJ 
But I ſuppoſe theſe things with ſober Perſons do rather prejudge, then 


advantage a Cauſe. Asfor me, I abhor ſuch a way of Writing ; and am 
ſorry am engaged in a Debate, wherein I confeſs it is difficult to 
Diſputants, ſo to rule their Spirits and Pens, as not to let falt fome- - 
thing diſpleafing. 5 


The Title of his Book, is, The Reaſonablme(s of aToleratiqu, te theſe of 


the Epiſcopal Perſwaſion, inquired into, purely on Church Principles. Bur a 


ſerious view of the Work, may ſhew it is without Ground; for the moſt 
of all, he ſayeth, for refuſing Communion with us in Worſhip, may be 
reduced to the difference that is anent Church Government, For tho 
he come out with grievous Accuſations, of Pollutions in our Worſhip, 
and our being in a ſtate of Schiſm, yet the Sum of all is, that we are 
againſt Prelacy, That ſome do ſometimes pray that Prelacy may not be 


_ reſtored; And we are in a ſtate of Schiſm, becauſe we own not Subjecti- 


on to the Prelates. Theſe are his goodly Proofs of the Reaſonableneſs 


of a Toleration, But leſt our Author complain, that I notice not what 


he ſayeth, I ſhall conſider his pretended Proofs, more particularly. 
I purpoſe not indeed, to notice every thing in this Book, which 


. deſerveth. Cenſure, ſhould my Reply hold the proportion of his Treatiſe 


to my Vindication, which is of 144 Pages to 3o, we ſhould by bulk, 
weary the Reader in alittle time. I ſhall only give ſome Animadverſions 


tor vindicating the Truth, -andBeing, of the Reformed Churches, and 


fhewing the. Unreaſonablenejs of our Autharspretences, for refuſing Com- 
munion with us in Worſhip, and thereby of his Pleas for Telerati- 
on. | | 


I find, if I but drop a word to engage him to moreConſideration and 


Moderation, he maketh it a new matter of Debate, and ſo the Diſ- 
pute is enlarged with new Controverſies ; I-purpoſe to keep as cloſs as 
I can, to the principal Queſtions which gave riſe to the Debate: yet 


(hall not willingly overpaſs any thing of weight, which he offereth, : 


I muſt adde, I fee cauſe to renew my Regrate Yind. Page 1. That the 
late Debates about Toleration, have either widned the difference, or 
diſcovered it to be greater then I apprehended. it to he; ſome hiving 


. to juſtifie their ſeparation, advanced Poſitions not known, or owned. 


in this Church before, and diſſeminated Principles, deſtsuctive to the 
Truth, afid Being, not only of this, but of the moſt ef the Reformed 
Churches of Chriſt. For beſides what I complained of in the Vindicati- 
on, the Author of this Treatiſe, hath ſome things which I confeſs I read 
with Grief, and. am confident, he would: have foreborn, if he had 
Read our Reformed Divines againſt the Papiſts, witli the ſame Applicati- 
on, and Conſideration, as he ſeemeth to have done Writers for Prelacy, 
but I ſhall refer this to a Poſtſcript, that I may not interrupt the pre- 


N 
* A 7 4 
(I * / 1 


es —_ 


2 
E 


Some Animadverſuons on the Arſt 
LETTER 


His Author having in his Examination, divided theſe Lines 
of my Sermon Which he cenſureth, into two Prepoſi- 


no Mini ſter of that ( i. e. the Epiſcopal ) way, whe judgeth 
Communion with us in Worſhip unlawful, unleſs there be any 
of them, who aßert ſuch a Neceſſity of Epiſcopal Ordination, as nullifies the Mi- 
niſtry, and all the Ordinances diſpenſed by ſuch who want it, is meerly a mat- 
ter of Fact, relating to my knowledge, yet he falls on it, as if the ſenſe 
of it had been. There can be no ſound Reaſon for refuſing to hold Com- 
munion with Churches, the Ocdination of whoſe Clergy is unqueſti- 
onable ; whereas my Words bear no ſuch ſenſe. Yet as if they did, in 
oppoſition thereto, he ſets down Three or Four Caſes of ſinful terms 
of Communion, and made Application thereof, for juſtifying their ſe- 
paration from us. I did conſider them, and his Application of them 
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in my Vindication: Now his deſign in his firſt two Letters, is to Re- 


inforce his Arguings, and Anſwer what I had ſaid againſt them. 


F. 2. And 1m. Although I had told him, the Queſtion was not 


tions; The firſt of which being in theſe words, I know 


„about the terms of aſſuming into Miniſterial Communion ; but about Com. 


4 munion in Worſhip, and that no Subſcription was required for that, yet 
he perſiſts therein; and Page 6: F. 5. he bringy this as his ficſt Reaſon, 


That in order to their being aſſumed into Miniſterial Communion, 


we require of them an Abrenunciation of Epiſcopal Principles; it be- 
ing required by the Aſſembly 1694 that they own & acknowledge the 


* ſhall ſubmit thereto, concur therewith, and never endeavour directly, 
© nor indirectly, the prejudice or ſubverſion thereof. And then adds, 


Practice, he preſerved, where the Practice is ſo peremptorly arid poin- 
© tedly Renounced! And then complaineth, that I have not fo much 
as once taken notice of this I grant there being but one 
"— a Line, 
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* Presbyterian Church Government of this Church: and that they 


How can Principles, which have ſuch a neceſſary Relation to 
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Line, to this purpoſe in the firſt FE. Jan 5th Page of the Examination, 
I did net regard it, more, than to ihew that it did not concern the 
1 preſent Queſtion, then in Debate. But now ſeing he repeateth and 
amplifieth it, if he will have my judgment, of what he now Writeth; 
= I ſhall give it plainly, which is this. That as the terms are Reaſonable, 
| to be required of any to be received into Miniſterial Communion, and 
a ſhare of the Government, that they ſhall not prejudge or ſubvertit; ſo 
[ if this be his Judgment, and Principle, that he is obliged to prejudye, 
| and ſubvert the Presbyterian Government of this Church, and his Principle 
i have ſuch a neceſſary Relation to Practice, as he faith, it were neither 
honeſt Dealing in him, to deſire, nor Wiſdom in them to Admit him 
to Miniſterial Communion, and ſhare of the Government of the Church. 
| — that doth not belong to the Queſtion anent Communion in Wor- 
. 5 | 
bi — = F z. He proceedeth in the ſecond place 5. 6, to his accuſation of 
cf ſun ef Our Confefſion of Faith, which in his Examination Page 4+ and 5th, he had 
} | Faith from charged; 1. with erroneous Propoſitions. But after I had minded him, 
Eur. that ſubſcription to the Confeſſion, was no term of the Communion of 
Worſhip. In Vindication of our Confeflion I cold him the Accuſation 
was bold, and general, without inſtance or Proof; and yet in this 
Treatiſe he paſſeth it, and giveth no inſtance of any erroneous Propoſiti- 
ons in our Confeffion, or any Propoſition, which doth croſs the Con- 
feſſion of Faith of our Reformers, anno 1560, as he did aſſert; yea, Page 
10. f. 16. faith, He reſolved at that time to forhear inſtancing any errene- 
| dus Proprſi:ion in our Confeſſion; and it ſeems is reſolved to do fo yet. But 
; why? is this the way to Ediſie either particular perſons, or the Church? 
or rather to Defame? Wou'd not they deſerve to be puniſhed as Slan- 
derers, who dealt ſo with a private Perſon ? : | 
6+ 4. As to the other part of his Accuſation, to wit, That there were 
dubious Propoſitions in our Confeſſion of Faich, Now 5. 6. 7, 8. He ſets 
| down three Propoſitions, out of our Confeflion ; tho I am confident, 
| 


he doth not count any of themdubious. The Propoſitions are, 1. That 
© Infidelity or difference in Religion, doth not make void the Magiſtrats 
1 © juſt and legal Authority, nor free the People from due Obedience to 
3 © them. Confeſſion ch. 23. S. 4. 

1 2. The ſecond is, Ch. 20. S. 4. They who upon pretence of Chri- 
1 © ſtian Liberty, ſnall oppoſe any lawful Power, or the lawful Exerciſe of \ 
| © jt; whether it be Civil or Eccleſiaſtick, reſiſt the Ordinance of God. 
| The Third is ch. 27. S. 4. There be only two Sacraments, ordain- 

: © ed by Chriſt our Lord in the Goſpel, that's to ſay, Baptiſm and the 

2 Supper of the Lord, neither of which may bz diſpenſed by any, but 

I hy a Miniſter of the Word lawfully ordained. f 

But is this kacere candid dealing? Are theſe Propoſitions dubiou 


5. to 
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our Author? Are theſe Propoſitions very dubiaut; for which they can 
not Subſcrive ? Tho he judgeth uncharitably of ſome of us, that we 
do not cordially believe theſe ; yet I am confident, it is not for any of 
theſe, he refuſeth to ſubſcribe the Confeflion ; is it not evident the 
deſign of his Diſcourſe $ 6. 7. 8, was not to give an account of dubious 
Propoſi:ions, but to caſt a Reflection on us, as if the belief of them were 
inconſiſtent as he faith $ 7. with either the profeſſed Principles, or 
commmon Practice of the generality of our Party, the laſt Hundred 
Years : and knowing this was the Deſign of the Author, I took no 
notice of what he ſaid of the firſt in his Examination, But were it not 
a Digreſſion, it were eaſie to to wipe off the Reflection as a vile Ca- 
lumny and Slander; and tho I could not, it is unjuſt in him, to con- 
demn good Principles, becauſe of ſome evil Practices. 

As for me, I do believe all theſe three Propoſitions, tho I do not 
allow of this Authors Addition anent the third, of the words Ab/olutly - 
neceſcary, F. 8. Line 6, The pretended Reaſons of his doubting of me 


anent this, when he offereth them, they ſhall be conſidered. 
S. 5, By this time, I think I may appeal to the Reader, if there was pe 

ground that this Author ſhould been ſo angry, and for all his Clamour for my _ 

and Noiſe (to uſe his own words) becauſe I ſaid, Vind. pag. 3. line Aumonit 


32, &c. Humility, Charity, and Diſcretion, would have oblieged, to bave 


repreſented this more privately, or to ſome Church Judicatery, and humbly in- 
ſtanced the Particulars, before ſuch an open Accuſation of the Confeſſion, and 


Reflection, not on on the Church, but on the Supreme Autbority, and Law of 
of the Nation Ratifying it. | | 
For this he cryeth out in pag. 7. and 8. I bave tranſgreſied the Laws 
of Chivalry, I have not bebaved like a Gentleman, I haue changed the Weapons; 
when be, who was Challenged, choiced the Sword of the Spirit, I did take my 
ſelf to the Civil Sword; And for this, he referreth to theſe who are in 
Civil Power, as they are Men of Honour, Verily I am not ſuch a 
friend of Dwelling, as to ſtudy their Laws; if that be the Chivalry he 
meaneth ; yet I ſhall be content to be judged by his own Law, by any 
Perſon ofHonourzhe was the aggreſſer,not I: I did not deſite to have the 
Civil Sword Unſheathed againſt him; and my regrate is, he maketh 
little uſe of the Sword of the Spirit, which if we believe the Apeſtle Epb. 6. 
17-is the Word of God. Is my telling, that Humility and Diſcretion would 
keep from ſuch publick Reflections, on Church and State, an Addreſ- 


ſing the Parliament to draw the Sword againſt him for it? 


nd his Retortions and Arguings S 11. 12, 13. do not vindicate him; 

as to the firſt, S 1x, There is no Parity betwixt my condemning in the 
School, the Errours of Pope Pins the 4th bis Creed, and the Definitions of 
| | the 


Woerſbip. 


9 7 


Ain lica. rors without inſtancing one. 
tien of en- 


Prayers & 


All the Reformed Churches do publickly declare againſt theſe; but no 
| Reformed Church hath done ſo againſt our corfeſim., And yet, 
though I be not bound to go to a ep'ſþ Prieſt, and tell him of it: yet 
I ingenuouſly declare, I think l were injurious both to the Truth and 


them, to give in general Accuſations againſt them, and give no parti- 


cular inſtance or Proof. 


His 24. Retortion, is againſt me,'S 12. and he Asks, if it was not 
more againſt the Lew of Humility and Diſcretion, for me toge to Kilwinning, 
wit hout acquanting the Archbiſhop of Glaſgow. But 1. Though I had 
failed, doth that vindicate him? Is there any thing here but an intend- 
ed Reflection, but it will not do. For 2. My going to Kiwinning with 
out acquainting the Biſhop of Glaſgow, was not contrary to the Laws 
of Humility or Diſcretion. 1 had quited their Miniſterial Communion 
ſome years before, and the Reaſon thereof was known through all the 
Nation; and the Pariſh of Kilwinning was never under the Archbiſho 


P 
of Glaſgow's Juriſdiction, ſince the Re-eſtabliſhment of Prelacy, Ann» 


| —__ for there was never an Epiſcopal Incumbent there, as I am in- 
ormed, | — | | 
He faith s 13 © He is to learn what Law of Humility, Charity, or 
_ © Diſcretion, obliegeth him to be as tender of the Weſtminſter Conf. ſſion, 


as of a private Brother, according to Matth, 18. 15, &c. I confeſs I 
find he is hard to learn, either Charit 


of Seotland, or her Confeſſion. 


Jet I ſhould never challenge him for Pride, Uncharitableneſs, 
diſcretion © ( as he is pleaſed to ask what Pride, &c.) for publiſhing a, 
Cenſure of ſome things contained in a Sermon, made ſo very publick. 


But I complain for accuſing a Church, and her Confeſſion, of many Er- 


K. 6, In page 10, §. 15. he cometh to his Third Topick for 
Separation, drawn from pollution in Worſhip, I would need to 
add little, as anſwer to what he faith now, to any who would 
read his Exam. page 4, 5. and my Vind: page 4, 5. I told him we did ac- 
knowledge Imperfections, and Defects, both in our own Perſons and 
Worſhip; But did deny, there was any thing in our Worſhip, which 
did pollute the Soul of any, who joyneth with us in Worſhip. And he 


had not the confidence to inſtance any ſuch thing. Now he firſt halveth 
my Zentence, — 


S. 16. he ingenuouſly confeſſeth, He did deliberately forbear any 


Anſtance of any Pollution, or any unſavoury Petition in our Paryers ; 
Though he had boldly ſaid in his Exam: page 17. There were unſa- 


* voury Petitions in our Prayers, whereby GOD is dilbonoured, 


and 
they could not hear without horror: 


And 


EL. bd 3 
the Councel of Trent, and the accuſing-the Confeſſion of a Protefiant Church, 


y, or Diſcretion, to the Church 


orIn- 


out the words, which would defile them. And then 


; 


— d . ˖ 4 
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And yet he declineth to inſtance, but he ſaith, he will only give one 


Inſtance, and after five or ſix lines of Canting and Banter ſhall I call it 


(to uſe his own Terms) he tells us what this unſavoury Petition is; And 
that is, That we pray GOD to prevent the Reſtitution of Epiſcopa- 


© cy, and to ſecure and continue Presbytry in this Nation for ever. This 


is the great, and I may ſay the only One, with our Author, Prelacy, 
Prelacy, Prelacy; This is the Reaſon of refuſing Miniſterial Communi- 
on, and refuſing Communion in Worſhip, as polluted. And this is the 
Reaſon why. he accuſeth us as in a ſtate of Schilm, becauſe we refuſe 


ſubjeRion to the Prelates; I profeſs I do cordially joyn, my Amen. 


when I hear that petition ; But tho our Author be of a different Judge: 
ment, is that ſufficient Ground for Separation from all parts of Worltip 
wich us; He pleads Let. 2.$. 62. page 34. That Separation from the 
Church of England, meerly on the account of her having Biſhops, had 
been all along condenined by Proteſtant Divines; And would they not 
condemn Separation from their own Churches, meerly on the account 


of the want of Biſhops? Can there be no Cominunion in Worſbip, 


where there is difference in Judgement, anent Church Government? 
Do not then blame the Presbyterians, for ſeparating from Prelatical 
Miniſters, while they prayed for the Moſt Reverend Arch-biſhops, and 
the Right Reverend Biſhops ; Were this Author never ſo nice on the point, 
may he not joyn in the Prayer, where there is not ſuch a Perition, 
and he does not know that certainly it will be? May he not joyn in 
all che Pray er except that Petition ? I have read of ad Mr. Fenne the 
famous Coventry Non conformiſt, that he would ſay Amen, loudly to 
every one of the Common: prayers, except that for the Biſhops, by 
which he thought he ſufficiently expreſt his diſſent. Hath this Author 
ever modeſtly by himſelf, or any other, admoniſhed of any unſavou- 
ry Petition; or teſtiſied diſſent againſt it? | | 

I remember I ſaid page 5. of the Vind. Tho it were true that ſome one 
or other had ſometime unſavoury Petitions (which we deny till he 
prove it) yet is this ſufficient Ground of Separation? Is a Hearer guile 
ty of all the perſonal,yea,or of all the Miniſterial De fects ofa Miniſter 
whether in Preaching. or Praying?. What Church or Divine will juſti- 


fie ſuch a Separation? He granteth page 12. $- 23. Hearers are not al- 


ways neceſſarly guilty of even the Miniſterial Def: &s of Miniſters, 
whether in Preaching or Praying ; But then he tells me of Spewing 
* out of poiſon, of blaſpheming GOD, and paying abſurd reverence 
to the Devil; And that, © it he continue to be ſuch a ones conſtant 


and quiet Hearer, he becomes a Sharer of his guilt. He may become 


* fuch by concealing his crime, by = reprelenting him as a Heretick, 
rn 1 Pa” to 


: „ 0b 

v to thoſe whoſe Province it is to condemn Hereſſet, and to judge and 
5 diſable Hereticks : With all my Heart let him do ſo. But hath this 
Man the impudetice, to accuſe us ef ſuch eflings? Or, tath he com- 


Plained of them to any Church Judicatory? I confeſs he hath 5 20. 


a bold, grievous and ſlanderous accuſation of our Chureh, tho he is not 
ſo particular of blaſpheming, and paying re verente co the Devil, nor doth 


Miniſter is as the Peoples Mouth to GOD, fo 


— — Oo... — 4 - 


' GOD, and Good of Souls is concerned in _ and as in the one the 


” < 
45 * 


*, y 
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God's Mouth to the People; as he tonfeffeth 5 28. and as he faith of 
Prayer $ 27. I may fay of Preaching. Nothing ſhould be in it but 
what is Pure, and Reverend, Humble and Grave, Serious and Devout 


proper and premeditar2d, orderly and well digeſted. : 
His Diſcourſe from 5 33 to the end of this Letter, being but accuſation 


of Defects among us, and no plea for Separation, TI have ſaid enough in 
my Vindication thereanent. And I think need add no more, for a Vo- 
lume will not ſatisfie ſome Men. ä 


May I not now ſumm up his Pleas, for Separation and Toleration 


be Reaſonable, when he ſhould have given Reaſons, why he judged 


Communion with us in Worſhip unlawful, he diverts to an other Que- 


ſtion, and giveth Reaſons why he cannot joyn in Miniſterial Commu» 


His Proofs 
contained in his firſt Letter, and referr it to the Reader to judge, if they — » 


nion with us. And that 1. Becauſe he is by our Terms, bound up 
from ſubverting the Government of the Church. And 249, He can 
not ſubſcrive to our Confeflionof Faith. For that 1. he ſaith, there are 
erroneous Propoſitions in it, but he will not tell what they are. And 
2do, He faith, there are dubious Propoſitions in it, and inſtanceth three, 
but Iam confident, he will not ſay he doubts of them, or that for theſe - 


he refuſeth to ſubſcribe the Confeflion- 


The only Plea in this Letter, for refuſing to joyn with us in Worſhip, 


is, that he alledges there are Pollutions in our Worſhip, and unſancti- 


fied Petitions in our Prayers. But tho' oft challenged, to prove this re- 


proachful Accuſation, he giveth only one inſtance, that ſometimes we 


pray, that Prelacy may never be reſtored in Scotland. and this is the 


ſumm of what is pleaded for their Separation and Toleration in the firſt - 


Letter. . 


— 
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the Charge; and he that affirmeth it ſhould prove it: Let he gave no 
proof at all, but dealt juſt like one, who would accuſe an other of A- 
dultery or Theft, &c. and thenall che proof he brings is, ye muſt prove 
your ſelf Chaſt and Honeſt. * 
8 2. Let for clearing the Matter the more, I did inquire ſome what 
into the Nature of Schiſm, and having diſtinguiſhed it in its Kinds, did 
define it. 4 Diſſolution” or Breach of ibat Union, that ought to be among ii 
Chriſtians conſeming tegetber in the (ame Faith, or a breaking of commanded 
Union, or of that Church Union which is of Gods making» But this Author 
challengeth me of Obſcurity and Indiſtindt neſi in the delivery, and that he 
.daubts if one of twenty of our own Party comprehend it, anent which I appeal 
to the Reader; for before this I never heard of any complain of its. Ob- 


ſcurity, and in me he cenfureth- two very clear diſtin Writers, Camero 
and Ames, cited vind. pag. 7. ey 


Hb $ 3. But our Author will try to give a more diſtinct Notion of Schiſm; 


of Sehiſm.. and let us ſee how he mends the matter; erhaps it may appear by alittle 


Review, that though he pleaſeth himſelf, he hath no cauſe to be ſo 
fond of the diſtinctneſs of his Notion. 


> = To this purpoſe he conſiders firſt, that the true _ Church of Cbrię 


8 ＋ but one, and particular Chucches are parts thereof, and that tor unit- 


what con. ing Chriſtians in one Body, it is not neceſſary that they be ſubjected to 


{ firutech is one viſible Head, or Paſtor on Earth; anent which. I ſhall not contro- 


. vert: So that he needed not inſiſted ſo long on theſe things. 


He doth inghe next place ſpend three pages 24, 25 and 26. endea« 
vouring to prove, that neither the proteſſion of the ſame Faith, nor 
of the ſame Hope, nor of an univerſal Charity, can either ſeparatly or 
© joyntly, conſticute one viſible Catholick Chriſtian Church. Bur his ar- 
guing, to wit, that allthis may be, and yet people make different, yea 
oppoſite Societies, and communions, is of no force, as we (ball fee af. 
'terward. + | 5 

And then he comes to tell us, what is it then which conſtituteth one 
vifible Catholick, Church. And he anſwers, It is one Communion, or 
to ule other words, The Unity of the Catholick Church conſiſts in 
© this, that all who profeſs the Religion of Jeſus Chriſt, and are baptiſed 
© in his Name, in their reſpective Stations and Capacities, own all o- 
© thers who profeſs the ſame Religion, and are baptiſed in the ſame 

Name, as their Brethren; and as they have occaſion communicate 
with them; in all the publick Offices, in the ſame Prayers, and the 
ſame Praiſes, aud the ſame Sacraments, &c. as becomes thoſe who are 
© united in the ſame Body, under ong Head, by one common Charter. 


$4 Is 


table cenſure of a whole church, and it was enough to me to deny 


(13) | 
$ 4. Is this theclear Account our Author giveth of that, wherein the 
Unity of the Catholick Church conſiſts? Is it one Communicn? I thought 
Communion preſuppoled Union, and did not conſtitute it. If ye ask this 


Hit Notion 
it Refutea 


Author, what is this Cemmunian ? He faith, its the Communic ating of the 


ſame Offices, as becometh them who are united. 


Is this bis clear and diſtin Notion ? Union is Communion, and Com- 
munion i C mmunicating, & c. and Unity conſiſts in behaving as becomes 
them that are united, Is not this to explain a thing by it ſelf? When 
I read this, I remember on Mr. F. S. the Author of Sure. Footing, who, as 


our Author, pretends to Principles, and Demonſtrations, and tells us a 
Rule is a Rule, and Faith is Faith, of which the learned Dr. Tillet(ons 


Rule of Faith page zd. ſays, This is the right ſelf-evident Method, he talks ſo 
much of, and bis Principles agree admirably well with his Definitions, 
$ 5. If I miy preſume to offer my Thoughts, that which conſtituteth 


the one Catbolick Eburcb, one city, ove Kingdom, &c. is one Covenant. All the What truly 


conſtitatet h 
the Cat he- 


Church, by that one Covenan ſealed by Baptiſm, or their profeſt Cen ent Church. 


Godly are one [nv;fible Church, by their having one Spirit, and by their 
cordial Conſent to the terms of the Covenant; and they are one Viſible 


go God in Ebriſt, and to his Doctrine, Law, Worſhip and Sacrements, And 
eing thus United, they have Right to, and Communion in the ſame 
common Priviledges, which is the conſequent benefit of Union. And 


they ought all to own one another as Brethren, and to communicate in 


the Offices of Religion as occaſion offereth. But neither aRual Com- 
mwnicating, nor Diſpoſition to it, conſtituteth the Unisn of the Cotbolick 
Church ; there may be an Interrupting of the one, and a Decay of the 
other, through ſome miltake, and yet both be of the ſame body and 
Catholick Church. 

Tho our Author ſpend near 8 pages, to wit from page 26 to 34. on 
this purpoſe, yet all that his Similitudes and Reaſonings prove, is, that 
all Chriſtians have right to, and are oblidged to communicate with 
others, when they can Without fin 3 and that there was a great Unity 
and Harmony among Chriſtians at firſt, as we read in the Book of the 
As ; and that it is ſinful to break the Communion ofthe Church. And 
I purpoſe not to call our Author to fill {peers with Teftimonies 


for ibis, zum Dif 
which he ſaith, He bas in readineſs, if called for, ſeing I readily grant — 7 ; 


in roving 2 


it; and I think he ſpends but too much paper and time, 
what none doth deny him. — 


5. 6. But every difference of Opinion, or Rite in Worſhip, 


Communiotz while the Foandot.on is —_- Let us reflect but a little on 


66. 


exclude 
iti "FW" . made 4 from the 
condition of Communion in a particular Church, doth not exclude Commune 


from the Communion of the Catbolick Church, nor from the one Salutary — — Ca- 
t Holic 


2 
Dr. * 


Dr. Sherlorks Similitude, cited by this Author Page 27. Suppoſe the 
whole World were one Kingdom, tho one Family fall out with an 
l other, and will not receive any of them into the others Houſe : they. 
| , walk not orderly, nor charitab'y, they make a Rent in the Body, but 

not from it ; rhey remain both parts of the ſame Kingdom. Or ſup- 

poſing in one Family two of the Children fall out, and will not eat 
together. and the one calls the other a Baſtard, this is ſinful, yet they 

are bath children of the ſame Family. ; 

He needed not $ 24. mentioned ſo many of the Names of the An- 
cients for this, I acknowledge there is one Catholzck Church, and all Chris» 
ſt:ans, and Ch iſtian Churches, ought to endeavour to maintain C. 
munion one with another: But each Divifion doth noc break off from 
the an ſalutary Communion of the Catbolick Church; were there no Di- 
viſions in Corintb, ch . 1. and 3. and 11. and in Galetia chap. 4. 5, and 
6. yet theſe did not break off from the one Salutary Communion. | 

K 7. Ing 25, He cometh to tell us what he meaneth by the Ez belick 

Bis Ni Church, and he ſaith, It is all Orthodex Chriftians of all ages, ſi ce the 
— ; firs Plantation of Chr:flian Churcbrs: Bur may we ask him who are the 
Cheb. Orthodox Chriſtrans ? Muſt they be free of all Error? or fufficeth ic to 
be ſound in the Foundation? Muſt we fearch the Records of all for- 
mer Ages? or examine them by the Scriptures? He faith, * What- 
* fomever particular Church in this preſent Age, is ſo conſticute as to 
© Government, and ſo qualified as to terms of Communion as that, had 
©-ſhe been exiſtent in thtſe mentioned Ages; ſhe would have been in the 
© one Communion of the one Catholick Church, that Church Ireckon 
(ſaich he) is a ſound part of the true Church Carholick. 1 thought 
Proteſtants had owned a ſhorter, and ſurer way of finding out the 
Trutb, and ſoundneſs of a particular Church, than by ſending them to 
ſearch the Volumes of the Ancient Writers ; even by ſzarching of the Scrip- 
| tres, and comparing a Churches Doctrine and Worſhip therewith. 
e Worin $ 8. Ia 8 26. He begins to tell us, that which conſticutes the U- 
e che unity hity of a particular Church, and having told that every Body duely 
{ of « parii- Organized hath an Head; on which the Members muſt depend, and to 
| euler © which they muſt adhere, and be united. He affirms that in every 
* particlular Church, a Biſhop eontinuing in the Unity of the one Church 
© Catholick,is this Head to whieh other Members ſhouid adhere, and be 
ſubject. And $ 2%. he ſaith, That every Biſhop continuing in Com- 
w munion with the Catholick Chureh, was the principle of Unity, to his 
© own particular Church, was a Principle as univerſally received, as 
any other whatſomever in the primitive times. 5 
; 4 9. But he ſhodid have cold us what he meaned by a Particular Church; 
My whether 


whether Parochial or Dioceſan ? if by a particular Church he under- 
ſtands a wor ſhi ping Aſſ-mbly with its Paſtor, we acknowledge that peo- 
ple ought to adhere to, and be obedient to their Paſtors in the LORD, 
Heb. 13.7: (7. vet there may be diveiſe Reaſors, for which people may 
juſtly refuſe to adhere, and cleave to their Paſtor, notwithſtanding of 
his continuing in Commwnion with the Catholick Church: of which 
afterward. | | | | 
But if by a Particular Church he underſtand a Dioceſan Churth,and by 
B;ſhip a Dioceſan B ſhop; he cannot prove from Scripture, or for two 
puodred years after the Birth of our LORD. there was ſuch a Dioceſan 
Biſhop, ever Presbyters of diſtin® Wo ſhipping &fſ-mblies, or that ſuch 4 
combination of Churches, under ſuch a B:fhe. 1s called the Biſhops own par- 
ticular Church; far leſs that he was the Principle of Unity thereto. The 
Biſhops then were Oveiſce:s of the Flock, and Dr. Hammond faith, That 
there were no [ubj:Q@ Presbyter* in Scrifture Ti nes. | 
And this Author himſelf, F 34. confeſſeth or doubteth, there was 
no Biſhep in Corinth, all the time accounted by the 48s of the Apeſtles. 
F 10; And that the Brſh-ps mentioned in Scripture were Paſtors of 
ſingle Congregations, is evident from the Duties enjoyned them, to- par the 
ward theſe under their care; and from the Duties which the people B fbyps 
are required to pay to them, ſee Ads 20. 28. 1 Theſ. 5. 12, 13 Heb. 1 3. motioned. 
77.17. and 1 Pet, 5. 3. and Jam. 5. 14. ſee theſe with Dr. Hammonds , 
Annotations on theſe places. | | | yoo + 
And we may eaſily judge, what the Ancient Churches and Biſhops times of ths 
were, if we conſider imparcially all the Duties, which the moſt Ancient Churck- 
Chrijtian Writers deſcrive, as belonging to the office of a B/ſhep, viz. 97* 
to be The ordinary publick Teacher of his Flock, and Baptiſer of 
© thoſe that were received into his Church, to confirm the Baptized, 
to Reconcile and Abſolve all penitents, to adminiſter the LORDS 
Supper, to receive all Oblations, &c, and diſtribute them, to try all 
©cauſes about Scandals, in his Church, with his Presbyters in the pre- 
© ſence of his Flock, &c. Our Author I hope will not deny that all 
theſe, and Civerſe more ſuch like, may be found in the 4poft, Conft. and 
Ignar. his Ep. particularly 4d. Smra. & Philad, in Juftin Martyrs 2d Apel. 
and Tertul. his el. and de Cor. Mil. and frequently in Cypr. Epiſt. tho 
not all in each of theſe Authors. 
F. 11. After this in S 29. our Author comes to give us a deſcription fir Ni,j 
of Scbiſm. Schiſm, faith he, © Is a breach of the One- Communion, of Schiſm- 
* which uniteth the Catholick viſible Church into one Body, 
S. 12, But thus 1#, His Notion of Sebiſm is defective, and agreees Refuſed 
not to every kind of S;biſm, And 29, It is not ——m— — | 
= | ſhewed 


‚ 
1 


| ches may 
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1 
ſhewed before, which uniteth, but it is founded on, and flowe th from 
Union, And zi, In very Truth, nothing doth. break that which u- 
nites the Catholick Church, into one Body, but only Hereſie in the 
Foundation, or Apoſtacy from the Chriſtian Religion, for/the Unicn 
of the Catholick Church lyeth in Eſſential, Foundamental, and Ne- 
ceſſary Things, as ſaith the Learned Dr. Stillingfleet in his Rational 
Account cf the Proteſtant Religion page 336, &c. | 
aly, The great error of our Author, and the cauſe of his other miſ- 
takes, is in confounding the giving up of Communion with a particular 
Church, with a quiting Communion with the Catbolick Eburch, and dividing 
from ber. And from this flow his other Aſſertions, page 35, 36. Such 
as, By giving up of Communion, ſhe 5. e. a Church, divides her ſelf 
© from the One Church of CHRIST: And again, That party, which 
© in any particular Church, ſeparats from or forſakes the Communion, 
© or the viſible principle of Unity in that Church, continuing in the 
© Unity of the Catholick Church, ſeparats from, or forſakes the Com- 
© munion of the Catholick Church. And $ 30. be ſaith, Such are cut 
© off from the only ſalutary Communion, the One: communion of the 
© One-viſible Body of CHRIST. And $31. he ſaith, © Theſe things 
© ſeemed to him ſo very obvious, that he did not expect any thinking 
Man, would ever call any of them in Queſtion, 
31. But I wonder how any Thinking-man, can with ſuch Confidence 
aſſert ſuch things. Can there be any thing more clear, than that a di- 
viſion may fall betwixt two parts of the ſame particular Church, or be- 
twixt two particular Churches, and they refuſe Communion one with 
give afp another, and yet both of them continue parts of the Catholick Church ; 
Communion And it is a miſtake in him to ſay $ 29, That that which is ſeparat from 


— _—_ ann part adbering to the whole,muft of neceſficy be ſeparate from the whole; For 


55 Chur - 


[ yer both this doth not hold in Hemogeneous Bodies. fat leſs in Political Bodies, and So- 


continue cieties. For tho as he ſaith p. 36. A Finger by being cut «ff from the Hand is ſe- 
parts of parated from the whole Body; The Reaſon 15, becauſe it is not other- 
ehe Carbo- ways united to the Body. Yet two parts of the Fleſh, in Face, or Arm, 
lickcbureh. or Leg, may be cut, and be divided from each other, while each of 
them is united to the Body. Two parts of Water may be divided from 

each other, and both remain united to the Sea. Two Children, or 
Servants, may be ſo divided, that they will nor eat together, and yet 

be of the ſame Family. Two Perſons may call one another Traitour, 

and ſhun one anothers Society, and yet be of the ſame City or King- 

dom; And there may fall out Diviſions among two parts of the ſame 
particular Church, or betwixt two particular Churches, and they refuſe 
Communion one with another, and yet each. of them remain Members 


of 
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of the Catholick Church ; Such Separation, faith the Learned Moulin 
Novelty of Popery, page 41: of the EngliÞ Tranſlation; © Such Separa- 
tions ( [aith be) often happen through the pride of Paſtors. It may 
© fall out, that both the Churches who Separat, are both in the 
© wrong, — and yet both theſe Churches, may be Members 
© of the ſame Body, in GOD's account. 
If one Church be for the uſe of Leavened Bread, in the LORD's 
Supper, and another for Unleavened Bread; If one part of the Church 
be for one Biſhop, and another for another, and they ſet up different 
Communions ; Tho there may be much fin and fault, doth this Un- 
chriſtian, or cut off from the viſible Body of CHRIST? Whoſo will but read 
the Life of Chry/oſlom, he will ſee many Diviſions of this kind, as in 
Amtioch, becauſe of the pretenſions of Paulinus and Flavianus, in which 
the Eaffern and Meftern Church were concerned in one or other ofthem; 
And at Cenſtantinople, after the depoſition of ChryſoYom, the Fohannites 
refuſing Communion with Arſacius and Atticus; Not to inſiſt on the 50 
years Schiſm, betwixt Anti-popes at Rome, and Avigniov. 5 
Will he ſay that in the diviſion of the Wefern and Eaſtern or Aſiaticł 
Cburebes about Eaſter or afcerward betwixt the Roman & African Church- 
es, about the Baptiſm of Hereticks, was one, or both cut off from the 
Viſible Church ? . And one ſalutary Communion. It's known that not with - 
ſtanding this Schiſm, they fat both together in the Ccuncel of Nice. 
The learned Mr. Claud in defence of Reform. part 3. page 129, 130. Of 
the Engliſh Tranſlation, diſputeth a like Queſtion, with the Popiſh Author 
of the Prejudices, and inſtanceth divers ether Schiſms; as at Anticch be- 
twixt the Meletians and the Euſtatbiant in the 4th Cent. and in the 5th 
Cent, betwixt Acacius Biſhop of 1 and Felix the 3d of Romez 
and in the 6th Cent. betwixt Vigilius of Nome and Mennas of Conſtanti- 
»ople. hh | | ” 
ads this is an uncharitable and cruel Opinion, which will exclude 
almoft all the Chriftia® Churches, from the one wi/ible Body of Cbriſt. 
Perhaps the ſerious Conſideration of the preſent. ſtate of Chriftendome, 
may occaſion him other Thoughts. The Romiſh Church is deeply 
guilty of Scbiſm, and the Gre:ks and Eaſterns are not free; How lamen- 
table alſo are tlie Diviſions among Proteſtants, and how many different 
Communions, This Author charges all who want Biſbeps as [chiſmaticks ; 
and by his Rule, pag. 34. thae theſe who make new Conditions of Com- 
munion are Schiſmatick;, he involves the Exgliſh Church in the charge; 
while they injoyn on all of their Communion, the Croſs in Baptiſm, and 
"Kneeling in the Lords Supper. And if all theſe be excluded from the viſible 
Body of Chriſt, and one ſalutaryCommunion, who will remain within it? 
E 5 if -- What 
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What would become of 4 cle World, if the compaſſion of the 


3 Lord Feſus Chriſt, were as narrow, as the Charity of ſuch cenſorious 


perſons. 


Al Scifms- Hence it is evident, all Scb;/matieks as ſuch, -are not thereby cut off, 


tick, ss from the one ſalutary Communion ; And one part of a Church, may di- 


Ab. n vide from an other, or one Church from an other, and yet bath res 


| Fhereby cut 


x 


Fe the main parts of the Catboliot Church ; It can not be proven, they belong 
| | one faluts- not to the catholick Church, while they own the Eſſentials of the 
Why Commu Chriſtian Religion, and not contradicted; and where Chriſtianity is to 


if 


ſl People, guil- 


. be found, there Salvation is to be found; I grant there may be much 
Sin, in the diviſion, and much Impurity in the Communion, that can 
not communicate with them, and in their Commanion there may be 
much that obſtructs Salvat ion. And tho ſome in it may attain to Salva- 
tion, yet not by the corruptions of their Commum ion, bur by the re. 
tained Eſſentials of the Chriſtian Religion, as our Divines diſtinguiſh,in 

| anſwer to the Queſtion, Wherher a Papiſt can be ſaved ? | 

| ©. Whe. 5 14. I remember that after the opening up the Nature of Schiſm, 

ther n - Vind. $ 7. although it might been :enough for me, to deny the Charge, 


| — Yer t did not only vindicate Presbyterians, from the charge of Schiſm, 


|| be lanful to Find. page 8, 9, 10. But in charity to the Examinator, and to call him to 


} joynin wer- more conſideration, I did in the end of page 10. mind him, That Se- 
: ſhip with 46 inp every Schiſm is not of the ſame kind, nor upon like weighty Ac» 


EPs "© counts; It may be found on due Conſideration, that every kind of 
ty of any Schiſm whereof a Church or Body of Chriſtians may be guilty, is no 


: kind of © ſufficient Reaſon to refuſe all Communion with them in Worſhip. 


| Schiſm, This Author beginneth with this, and batters at a few Lines of one 
| page, in 14 intire pages, from 36. to 0. . 

| Here it would be rememb d, that I did not ſay it was lawful to joyn 

wich all Schiſmaticks ; nay, I did alſo add, we ought not to joyn with any 

in their Schiſm, or in any Sin, but there may be lawful joyning in Worſhip, 

where the Paſtor or People may be under ſome guilt of Scbiſm. I did inſtance 

the Schiſms'in Corinth, 1 Cor. 1. 10, 11, 12. And he grants that not- 
withſtanding many were under that guilt of Schiſm, they might lawful- 

ly joyn in Worſhip, page 37. F 32. which was all I aſſerted, and page 41. 

F 40. He yields that every thing which may come under the name of 
Diviſion and Schiſm, ſhould not make Communion unlawful, bat he 

Faith, he meant of total ſeparation, and oppoſite Communion, of which after- 


ward. 5 6 
He is pleaſed toadd F 34 That its a-Queſtion whether when St. 
Paal wrote either the firſt or {econd Epiſtie co the Corinthians, they 
* were formed into an organiſed Body, Whether they had any 3 
| TN cer 


5 1193 | 
Officer, or Officers.ſat over them, to head them, or be their Principle 
© of Unity. Indeed there is good ground to queſtion their having a Di- 


coceſi n Biſhop, which with him is the principle of Unity, for they had 


none ſuch after that time, even when Clemensr-wrote to them, but that 
they were not an organiſed Body, and had not ſet over them any ordinary 


Church Officers and Preslyters, who were ſcripture Biſhops, T know no plauſible 
Reaſon, for queſtioning it. And how can it be imagined, that when 


the Apoſtle had bcen with them a year and ſix Months, Act, 18- rt, 
He left them as ſheep without a ſhepherd, er that when they did excel; 


in Spiritual Gifts, he could find none to be their Paſtors and Teachers 
the contrary ſeemeth evident, 1 Cor. 12, v. 7. to 12. and v. 25, 28, 29. 


Buter'e he leaveth this, he ſayeth, he muſt tell me what even ſur- 
© priz?th him, to find me juſtifying Communion with Schiſmaticks. by 
Arguments taken from the holy Scripturesz eſpecially of the New 
© Teftament, which do not more Zealouſly condemn any thing, than 
they do Schiſms. Schiſmaticks, and ſchilmatical Communions. I grant, 
that Scripture doeth, and ſo do I condemn Schiſm, & . But tho our 
Author ſpend three pages on this, it is to no purpoſe. For 1. It is to 
prove what is not denyed, that Schiſm is a Sin» and a great Sin. But 
2. I know not one of the Scriptures cited, proveth the contrary of what 
Laſſerted, or that it is unlawful at any time to jn in Worſhip with them who 
are under any guilt of Schiſm. Theſe Scriptures for the moſt part are the 
Cenſures of the Apoltles, againſt the filthy Gneſtick!, or theſe who 
mixed Fudai/m and Chriſtianity together, or erred inthe Foundation ; 


as is clear from the Epiſtle of Jude and that to the Galatians, and ot 


Jobn. But doth it follow, that all Schiſmaticks are ſuch. Yea 4+ Tho 
our Author ſaith he ſpeaks of total ſeparation, and oppoſite Communion, few 
of theſe Scriptures ſpeak of that coſe at all; but rather of cenſuring ſuch 
Hereticks, and caſting them out of Communion. 

But it were eaſie to ſhew how impertin2ntly the moſt of theſe Scriptures 
are cited hy him, among the reſt Eph, 2, 12. which ſpeaketh of their 
former Heathnilh State. Ee needed not therefore boaſted $ 39. of ſo 
much Scripture evidence. 


§ 15. I Cid in my Vindication, page 11. aſſert that Church Hiſtorians h tb. 


tells us, the Orthodox in time of Perſecution, united with the New4tiens Orthodox 


in Worſbip. To this he Anſwereth, 1. It is not clear they did fo ; joyned wib 


and yet in that ſame $ 47, He doth himſelf cite“ Secrares lib. 2. cap, — 
Dip. 


38, telling us the Catholicks went to the Novatian Churches, their 
© own being broken down, and Sen lib. 4 (b. 20. Ed. Step. that 
© they met and prayed together. Then all is clear which I ſaid. All his 


Evaſion,is, That it is not ſaidcheOrtbodex became one body with the Nevatians 
3 


* | (20) | 
nor did I ſay ſo; and yet by this Mans own confeflion the fault was in 
the Novatians. . | 3 
118 6 16. But he hath a ſecond Anſwer $s 49. on which he inſiſts 4 or 
eber 5 pages, the ſum of which is, that tho they had innirely united, it badbeen 
ne imitable precedent, But the Queſtion is not anent intirely wniting ; ſo 
tberectei vid 2 3 
IT prociples that all this labour is in vain. | 
of the But ſaith he, It had been but the precedent of a ſmall han1ful of 
Cat boliek Catholicks of one City, crofling the received Principles of the Catho- 
| ChureP, < lick Church, and inconſiſtent wich the fundamental principle of one 
© Communion. How much confidence without ground! 
I would ask him, 1. What Council or private Doctor ofthe Church: 
b ever cenſured them for this their practices? 5 
1 2. Tho he confidently aſſert this would have croſſed the received 
Principles of the Catholick Church, yet he doth not inſtance one ſuch, 
iti And though he heapeth together on his Margine page 46. a multitude 
of the Names, and Writings of ancient Writers, and tells it is but for 4 
Taſte, he doth not tell for what end. Is it fer condemning Diviſion and 
Schiſm? ſo do I. It is known none talk more in commendation of 
Unity, and againſt Schiſm, -than the Papiſts : and none more copious 
in citing Teſtimonies of the Ancients anent this, than they. Bur they 
err in the Application, being themſelves among the greateſt Schiſma- 
ticks: 
It is undenyable alſo wiich the Learned Mr. Claud obſerveth in his 
| Def. of the Ref. part 3d. page 128. 134. and 135. of the Engliſh Verſion , 
| that ſome of the Fathers have ſpokea of Schiſm in extremiy vehement 
terms But that we muſt not always take, according to the rigour 
of the letter, all that they haye ſaid, in the heat of their Diſputs. And 
1 Theoderet Dial. 3d. hath noted concerning ſome of theſe who were be- 
| fore him, that the vehemency of Diſputation had made them fall into 
|. Exceſs; juſt as theſe who would rectiſie a crooked Tree, turn it too 
i] much on the other ſide, from that ſtreightneſs which it ought to 
['f have. 
qi He doth $ 5 r. cite diverſe Canons, ſome of theſe called Apoſtolical, 
h ſome of Ceuncils general or particular, but few if any touch the Queſti- 
on in debate | | 
For, 1. He himſelf mentioneth one Exception, which he endavou- 
reth to remove. The Exception is, 8 F2. that many of theſe Canons 
relate to Hereticks, which is manifaſtiy true, and this ſpoileth the 
8 Muſter. Nor is this ſuch a Trifle as he would make it, for though 
li | ſome time Hereſie and Heretiełs, fignitic alſo Sch and Schiſmatiks, yet 
4 not always ſo. X REL 
4 2. Others 
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2. Others condemn Sch and oppoſit communion, and fo do I. O- 
thers appoint Schiſmaticks to be cenſured ; And I ſuppoſe each Church 
Ancient and Modern judgeth ſuch juſtly cenſurable; Tho they may 
find that ſome times the pronouncing or executing cenſures, wou'd not 
be for Edification, None of theſe are in controverſie betwixt him and 


3. I did expreſly caution, that we ſhould not joyn with them in their 
Schilm ; fo not imbody wich them. But propoſed to conſideration, 
page 10. and 11. of Vind. that ſeing every Schiſm is not of the ſame 
kind, it may be found on due conſideration, that every kind of 
Schiſm, whereof a Church or Body of Chriftians, may be guilty, is no 
ſufficient Reaſon to refuſe all Communion with them in Worſhip =— 
and again there may be lawful joyning in Worſhip, where the Paſtor or 


people may be under ſome guilt of Schiſm. So that I do not plead it 


lawful to joyn with all and every kind of Schiſmaticks, nor to in- 
body with them, and joyn conſtantly ard in all thirgs, And if this 
Author would oppoſe me, or prove any thing contrary to my Aſſertion, 
he muſt prove That it is not la ful in any caſe, at any time, to joyn 
in any one Act of Worſhip, with any Paſtor or people, who are un- 
der any kind of guilt of Schiſm. And this none of his Citations 
reacheth ; and it ſeemerh uncharitable to aſſert it, and will be found 
difh ;ulc to prove it. | | 

$ 17. As I faid before, It is undenyable tharSchiſm may and hath falle 
out berwixt diverſe parts of the ſame particular Church, or betwixt 
diverſe particular Churc es, on very different Accounts; ſometimes 
about the Election of a 5% p. one part for one, and another for aro- 
ther, and this continue for diverſe years, as was inſtanced above in 
Antioch, and Rome, many other Churches owning the one, and others 


the other. $a 


» 


Sometimes the Diviſion is betwixt partieular Churches about the De- 
poſition of a Biſhop, a> betwixt Theophilus of Alexandria, and theſe who 
joyned wirh him, and the Johann, and theſe who did cleave to Ebry- 


ſeſtom. Vidor Excommunicateth the Churches of Afiz, for not comply- Accent. 


ing with the Komen time, ſo Eer: Kpipbaniue Will not Pray nor have 


communion with Chryſoftom, becauſe he will not at his deſire condemn 
Origen, 4, | "$26 h 


Perhaps other Churches nor concerned in the Debate may blame 


both, and be free to communievre. with either. Yea, if Donerus and 
they who took offence at the Ordination of Cecili. aus, had refuſed 
communion only with thefe, arid owned Majorinns, and not divided 
tcom the whole Church, and mo of cheir pretended purity, arrogat 


Can) 
to themſelves tobe the only Church of CHRIST. Some might chari. 
tably judged, others not concerned in the Debate, might communica- 
ted with eicher without guilt, | 

It is alſo worthy of conſideration, that the condition of the Church 
may alter the caſe, and whether in the caſe of perſecution, when the 
Orthodox are allowed no publick Meeting for Worthip, they may not 
on that occaſion, joyn in ſome Acts of Worſhip with them, who are 
under the guilt of ſome kind of Schiſm, as was the caſe above mention- 


= anent the Novatians, and may joyn in ſome Acts when not in 
all, 5 
— = $ 18. Our Author alſo quarrels $s 54. That I. ſhould ſaid page 11: 


bow they That the Donatifts united by Fraternal Accomodation, and not by Sub- 
id. jection (which he called Submiſſion) and of this he faith, He is to 
learn, how this, tho granted to be true, (which he faith I cannot prove) 
can do me any Service, I thought the Matter of Fact ſo evident, that 
none acquainted with the Hiſtory, would had the confidence to have 
queſtioned. And I hope on ſecond and more ferious conſideration of 
Aug: Ep: 162, and Collat: Carthay: he will not queſtion the Matter 
of Fact. Ard the uſe of it for my preſent purpoſe ſeemed obvious. His 
accuſation of us for Schiſm, is for withdrawing Subjection to the Bi- 
ſhops, and we are ſaid to be in a ſtate of Scbiſm, till we return to this 
| Subjettion, Now, were not the Donatiſts in a ſtate of Schiſm, had not 
_—_ their People and Presbyters withdrawn from their Biſhops, and 
choſen new Paflors, and yet when they. united, they did not * 
their Subjection, but allowed their continuance with their own Biſhop, 
though fometime there was a Catbolicł Biſhop in the ſame City. 
5 19. He ſaith in $ 39. I reaſon for the Lawfulneſs of holding Com- 
munion with Schiſmaticks. But ( faith he) Reaſoning in. oppeſition to ſo 
much Scripture Evidence, as I have produced, may juſtly ſeem a little ſurpriſing. 
But it needeth not ſurpriſe any. Man, to find this Author confident, he 
hath done much, when he hath done nothing, it is fo common to him. 
. Thave ſhewed formerly there is not one of the Texts of Scripture he has 
cited, which prove, That it is not lawſul in any caſe, or at any time, to 
— communion in any Act of Worſbip, with them who are under any guilt ef 
Sebi/m., 7 b 
Yet he grants $ 40. That every Schiſm dorh not make all communien 
anlauful, and ſaith he meant only of total ſeparation, and oppoſite commu- 
nion. But he would do well to conſider, that even theſe are not of the 
ſame kind, or involve in like guile. DINE 3 
When I had page 11. Find. argued thus; If every Diviſion and Schiſm 
make Communion unlawful, it muſt either be becauſe thereby they ceaſe 


to 


* 


(220 | . 


to be a true Church, or that communion with that Church ſo ſchiC. Amen 


matical, doth involve in the guilt of Schiſm. Not the firſt, for our preving 
Author grants ſuch to be Churches, and that they may have valid Or- that every 
dinations ; See Exam: p. 6. But he now replyeth p. 41. § 41. This is to 2 
argue 4 Conceſsis. And is not this a ſolid, and uſual way of arguings. But — p 
(1a 


ith he) What would become of this Reaſoning, if I ſhould retract my Con- in Warſhi 


| reſsion? It would prove he had changed his Opinion, and he might be with ſuch 


refuted another way. He faith, He doth not find bimſelf under a larful. 
neceſiity to do ſo. Tho I think if he be conſequential to his Principles, he 
ſhou'd. For if by being Scbiſmatical, they are cut off from the Viſible 


Body of CHRIST, and one Salutary Communion, as he aſſerts ; I ſee not 


how they can be True Churches, or have valid Ordination. It is true, as 
our Author obſarveth, that the Catholick Church held that Churches 
purely Schiſmatical, may have true Orders, and that is an Evidence to 
me, they were not of this Author's unchatitable Opinion, that all 
Schiſmaticks by being ſuch, were cut off from the One Salutary Com- 


Aion, &c. | 


But 2ly, He asks me, If I dare afSrm, that it is always lawful to bold. 
Communion with ſuch Aßemblies, as may be called true Churches, &c. An- 
ſwer, | never ſaid ſo. Bur the reſt of his Arguings $: 41. anſwer not 


the firſt Branch of the Argument. It is enough to me, as to that 


Branch, that Communion is not unlawful with Schiſmaticks ; Becaufe 
they are not true Churches. © 

S 20. The ſecond Branch of the Argument being, That Commiunion That- alt 
with Schiſmaticks, duth always involve in the guilt of Schiſm; For Communicn 


confirmation of this, I added page 11. Tha: Communion with them — 


in theſe Duties and Ordinances wherein they agree, doth not imply 4b wor in- 


nor ſignifie the Approbation of that wherein they differ, and for vive in 
© which they blameably divide trom others. | the guilt f 

Of this he ſaith & 42. This is one of 'the moſt ſurpriſing Poſitions in all my FheirSchiſes” 
Book. Which I ſuppoſe will be a ſurpriſing Aſſertion to any, who have 
read and confidered them who treat of Separation, and the cauſes of it. 
And as my Poſition was never queftioned by any I knee before, ſo it 
is ſo obvious and agreeable to Reaſon, that unleſs this be agreed to, I 
know not two Men on Earth can joyn in Worſhip, for few but differ 
in ſome things. 

And it is an odd Inference he bringeth to refute my Poſition, $ 43. 


That were it true, 1 might communicate with Arians, Socinians, Pa- 


piſts, Jews, Turks, Deiſts, Gc. But how proveth he this abſurd In- 
ference, which I deny and abhor z Why faith he, There are none of theſe. 
but have ſometbing wherein they agree with Catholick Chriſtians in their Nor- 
ONT ; , bop. 
3 | 


© | — — 
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ſhid. To which 1 anſwer, It may be doubted of many of theſe, if 


in any thing they agree with the Orthodox in Worſhip, for they do 
not worſhip the ſame one true GOD, One in Three, and Three in 


One. 


But 2h, It doth not follow; that becauſe in ſome things known by 


the Light of Nature, they agree with the Orthodox, that therefore 
they may joyn in Worſhip. For tho I aſſert that Communion in Du- 


ties and Ordinances wherein they agree, doth not imply approbation of 
that wherein they differ: I did not ſay, that we may joyn in Worſhip 
with all, with whom we agree in ſome things. Theſe are two very di- 
ſtin& Propoſitions. He would alſo remember we were ſpeaking of pure 
Schiſmaticks, who are Orthodox as to Faith and Worſhip. 

Heiſaith $ 44. Nothing more certain then that Communion-with Schiſe 


' maticks,” involveth in the guilt of Schiſm. Here a confident aſſertion wichs 


out any proof, but he runs out in a Diſcourſe for two pages, that 


there may be Hypocrites, and ungodly. perſons in a Church, from 


which it were ſinful to ſeparate, and I know not to what purpoſe gor 


it is no matter of controverſie betwixt us. 


In g 45. He ſaith, © By the Principles of our Chriſtian Philoſophy 
© to communicate with any Church, is to become one with it, and 


© that inferreth a participation of its Affections and Qualities. But 1 
deny that communicating in ſome Acts of Worſhip, doth make them 
one in all Things; Nor is this the Hinge of the Apoſtles Reaſoning, 


2 Cor. 6. 14. or 1 Cor. 10. 15, 16, 17, Cc. for he ſpeaketh of Com 


munion in their Idol Feaſts, and Sacrifices offered to Idols, and going 


to Idol Temples,which was a profeſſing to be of their Religion, which 
he illu-ſtcatech, from partaking of the LORD's Supper, and Jewiſh 
Sacrifices. - | 


But all our Authors Reaſoning is founded on his magnified Principle, 


which I have ſhewed to be abſurd and Schiſmatical ; To wit, that all 


Schiſmaticks are ſeparated from the Catbolick, Church ; To communicate 


with them would be to communicate with theſe who are not one with 


Whether 
the Py*5by* 


teriant be 
| guil:y of 


1 Schiſm, 


CHRIST. To communicate with them would be to forſake 
CHRIST. | = | 

8. 21. He propoſeth 5 57, &c..to ſhew the Grounds why he chars 
ges us with Schiſm, and that becauſe (ſaith he) 1 You ſeparated from 
us. 2ly, You did it cauſeleſly. I had page 8. of the Vind. not only en- 
deavoured to exculpate us from the charge of Schiſm, bur alſo to fix it 
on the Epiſcopal Party, and he now not only produceth che Reaſons 
of his Charge, but alſo taketh notice of my Arguings. | 


I ſhall 


| 25 3 
I ſhall therefore conſider what he ſaith, and endeavour not only to vin- 
dicate our ſelves, but reinforce the Charge of Schiſm on the Prelatical 
Party, who ſeparate from Communion with us in Worſhip. 

In 5 58.page 5 1. He beginneth his Charge fiercely ,and ſaith, You ſepara- 
ted from us. No matter of Fact capable of clearer Demonſtration. It's won- 
derful how Self and Intereſt blindeth men, It had been deſireable this 

Author had more diſtinctly told us, whom he meaned, by his ( Ts) 
and (U.) whether the whole Party, or theſe who live now. : 
But er*e he proceedeth to his Proof, he dilateth in ſhewing the ac- 4 
knowledged Glory of this Church of Scetland, in her being for about 
fifty years free of Schiſm, and then tells us how Engliſh Non-conformiſts 
and Forraign Divines, ſuch as Calvine and Bezs had condemned cauſe- 
leſs Separation, &c. from a Church, or Separation from the Church of 
England, meerly on the account of her having Biſhops, ſpending on this 
6 pages from page 51 to 57. And I know not to what purpoſe is all 
this expenſe of writing, and words, for who denyed it? 
But here, I cannot but obſerve two things. 1. That this Author 
acknowledges, page 51. and 58. There was no Schiſm, nor ſeparat com- 
munion in this Church from the year 1560. of the Reformation, to year 1637. 
and yet he cannot deny, that at leaſt from the year 1580, to 1610. 
There were no Bzsbops owned in this Church. Nay there was no 
Schiſm, nor Separat Communion in this Church till the year 1662. For 
tho now this Author calls the time from 38. to 62, A time of Eccleſ- 
aſtical Rebellion, and Schiſm, and that they were in a ftate of ſchiſm, yet 
there was no ſeparat Communion. Never any ſince the Reformation, 
pleaded it unlawful to communicat with the Presbyterians, as in a 
ſtate of Schiſm, or vended ſuch a Schiſmatical principle in this Church, 
till this Author, and two or three more of his Fellows, did publiſh it 
the laſt year, 1703. 
2. I obſerve in this Authors Citations, in theſe mentioned pages, it 
is aſſerted unlawful, to ſeparat intirely from woiſhip meerly on the 
account of Church Government, whereas our Author poſitively aſſerts, 
on the contrary that it is duty. | 47 
$ 22. In $ Jo. page 56. and 57. Our Author begins to new how we 
ſeparated from them. Anne 1662. Epiſcopacy was reſtored, and he ſaith His accuſs 
it was anno 1666, or chereabout, ere our Party had the hardineſs to is. 
ſeparat, Then ſaith he, Youvencured ona formal Schiſm, & etecte d Altars 
againſt the Epiſcopal Altars, but this had Riſings and Fallings, till it was 
conſummated, aꝝno 87. And thence accuſeth us of our behavingCarnally 
| — ; 


9 © fame Communion we have hitherto adhered; vou deſerted it. You 


J © therefore ſeparated from us, not we from you · Once you aſſembled 


rr fe S 23. Before I make any Reply, I ſhall firſt give a brief, but a juſt 
WHT bir accuſe. and clear Repreſentarion of the matters of fact. It is well known, 


Ns — u vernment, and ſolemnly engaged againſt Prelacy, Prelacy was impo- 
i" of the =; {ed on the Church without her conſent. Yea, and when diverſe Synods 


N E 
and Circumcellian. like. Aan 89. Citing ſor that a Teſtimony out of 
Optatus Milev contra Donat. Ed. Pariſ. anno 1679. lib: 2. Þ 4. Where 
he ſaith, We may as in a glaſs ſee our face. And then addeth. From 
* this deduction, it is evident as the Light, you were the Dividers, even 
© fince the year 62. We were all once of one Communion, To the 


with us, and you left us. 


rien. that in the year 62. While this Church was under Presbyterian Go- 


ve 5,6: cbey Were ready to Petition, and Remonſtrat againſt the Introduction of 


„ . Raiſed, and Diſſolved, and all meetings of Church Judicatories for- 


| 

| 

ö 

17 ö 
| re anno Prelacy, or any Alteration of the Church Government, they were 

| 


* 87.0%. hidden for ſome time. Diverſe good Miniſters, particularly in Edisburgb, 


removed from their charges without any. cauſe or reaſon, and all to 
make way for the — Introduction of Prelacy, which was ſet 
up, or reſtored, (as it was called by the claime and by vertue of the Kings 
Supremacy, and Royal Prerogative, as is clear by the Act of Parlia 
ment K. Charles 2. anne 62. and 69. : | 

When the Biſhops are in, they excite the Magiſtrate to make ſevere. 
Lavvs and Proclamations againſt them, vyvho ſhould: not Submit and 
conforni vvith Prelacy. And among others, that all Miniſters entred. 
ſince 49. muſt take a nevv holding by Preſentation ſtom the Patron, 
and Collation from the Biſhop, which could not be without the Oath or 
promiſe of Canonical obedience to him. By which about 300. Faith 
ful Miniſters were caſt out, and Command2d to remove 20 miles from 
their Pariſh where they were Miniſters. And after that others thruſt 
in on-their.Congregations, without the peoples conſent, and many not 
ſerled without Troops ef Dragoons. = | TS 

Diverſe of theſe thus thruſt in on Pariſhes, proved afterwards: Scan» 
dalous. In many places, the People generally Refuſed to own them, 
but did cleave to their own Miniſters in heart and affeRion, and fomes 

times met in private Houſes to hear them, and others of their Bre- 

thren ſometimes more publickly ; For both which they ſuffered Fining: 
and Impriſonments. The State was thereupon in compaſſion moved 
to give ſome Pariſhes an Indulgence, to have Miniſters ob their own - 
perſwaſion. ad 


-- 


1 8 | dess 8 
And tho: many continued! to: joyn im the Publiek worſhip; not- 
withſtanding the Introduction of Prelacy, and Intruſion of Prelati- 
cal Preachers on them, Yet they never looked on that as an owning 
of Prelacy, or thefe Miniſters as their Paſtors, Hence when anno $5; 
They were free of hazard. of the Penalties of the Civil Law, they met 
in an orderly and Peace able way in ſeparat Congregations, either 
= their own Paſtors when alive, or with others unanimouſly choſen 

them. : 

5 24. And all this they did in a peaceable orderly way, tho this 2 6 
Author callumniouſly accuſe us, as having behaved anne 88, 89. Car- c,aied from 
nally. and Circumcellian- like, referring us to a Teſtimony of Optatus bis accyſs- 
contra Donat. Bd. Pariſ. anno 1679. lib. 2. pag: 47, Wherein he ſaith we may 2 of be- 
ſez our ſelyes as in aGlaſs. The Teſtimony is concerning their petitioning ce 
of Julian the Apoſtat, and their Diſorders and Murders after theirLiber- Hans, 
ty. Of which I. ſhalbfay, r. His ſimilitude carryeth the likening, K. 
J. the 7. to Julian the Apoſtat, I know not how ke will like that. So 
2do. The Donatifts Practices, do nit Reſemble the Preſbyteriaus. Can he ſay 
he rrad their Supplication for a Waſt Toleration ? It is known who it 
was, ſure not the Presbyterians,, who called che King the Darling of 
Heamen, or who Voted in: Parliament for. aboliſhing the Penal Laws; 
or gave their Opinion that the King might diſpenſe wich them, Only the 
Presbyterians came out of priſon, when their priſon doors were caſt 
open: And improved their Liberty peaceably. And after that anno 89. 
Prelacy is declared a Grievance to the Nation, and anne go. Presbytes 
tian. Government was reſtored; and. eftabliſhed' by Law. | 

. E will not juſtiſie any. Male»-treatmentlomeMiniſters met with. by Peo- 
ple irritate with the remembrance: of their ſad: Sufferings, by ſome of the 
Epiſcopal. Clergy, or for not owning them. What was doneof this, was 
in a time of Confuſion, and generally by Perſons who did not joyn 
with us, yet Inever heard of any, owned by their people and Paroch, 
whomet wich any Hardſhip from the State, unleſs-they refuſed Fide- 
lity to the Government. 

'$ 25. And now to return to what our Author ſaith of ow being of How we 
one Communion with them, andiour. leaving them; &c; F would ask how — 
were all of one Communion at the Introduction of Prelacy. Had pa- „ anns:, 
rochial Churches his Principle of Unity, communion with the Biſhops? 

Were then Parochial Churches Presbyterian or Prelatical? Were they 
not all ſolemnly engadged againſt Prelacy, living under Presby terian 


Paſtbrs, and: Fresbyteriam Government? Whew Prelacy was introdu- 


ed, and many:Caugregations deprived of their own Paſtors, and others 
impoſed an them, without theit conſent? Didthey by that beeome of 
| 2 


His Aeccu- 
ſation of 
$lamour 


Inſvered. 


enough, but I hope it ſhall appear by what 


{28 ) 


another and Prelatical Communion? Surely Presbyterians never thought 
ſo ; nor they who joyned in publick Worſhip, did not think they there- 


by profeſt themſelves Prelatical. Doth not he himſelf tell us $62, That 
the Ezglifh Non- Conformiſts wrote againſt the Brownifts for their Sepa- 
ration from the Church of Englend, But will he fay that the Non- 


Conformiſts owned Prelacy, or themſelves to be of Prelatical Com- 


munion. 
By all which it is evident, that the Presbyterians were not of the 


Prelatical Communion, and ſo cannot be jufily charged with leaving 


it. And ſo it is needleſs to enquire whether ic were cauſeleſs. The ſhew- 
ing of which, he faith s yo. is his next task, yet paſſeth that ſaying, $ 71. 
that being much the ſame. He will proceed to Conſider, what I have ſaid 
to the Argument taken from our being in a ſtate of Schiſm: And faith 
he, To tell plain Truth Sir, of clamour & Miſrepreſencation you have 
returned good ſtore, but of Reaſon ſcarcely a colour. This is plain 
Followerh , there is notone 
word or ſhadow of Truth init. 3 
$26. And r. he faith 5 72. You have returned enough of Clamour. 
* Hew dot h be prove this? why ſaitb be, My lay ing the Schilm at your 
Door, you have called a bold, a Severe, and uncharitable cenſure, page 
* 6. line 7. you have appealed to my Conſcience, if it were juſt and 
* charitable in me, to ſay of Schiſmaticks, that they were cut off from the 
© only ſalutary Communion, & c. page 11. live 33. and Page 12+ line 18. 
you call it an uncharitable and Schiſmatical Principle. Tbis Sir I fag, 


_ © is pure Noiſe; ( ſo page 58. line 2. which perhaps may excite Un- 
_ ©thinking-mens Paſſion, but can never ſatisfie Thinking-mens Reaſon. 


And live 1x. again all is but Noiſe. And a zd. time line 22. 23.all. you 
* have ſaid, is but pure inſignificat Noiſe, but arrant Clamour, and no 
© more, Ee. 

This Matter will be the clearer, if I give account how theſe words 
of mine, he thus cenſureth came in, as you may ſee in my Vind. page 6. 
line 4, &c, where my words are. And fo according to this mans 
great charity, the'Presby terian Church of Scotland is cut off from the 
* only ſalutary Communion, the one Communion of the one viſible 
Body of CHRIST. Would there not need clear proof, for ſo bold, 


{lo ſevere, and uncharitable a cenſure of a whole Church, and yet he 


givech none at all; but bids me purge our Church on true Church 
Principles. | | | | 9 Et | 
ls not this Charge hold enough? and is it not Severe? and I think 
few will think it Charitable. I told him page 6. line 14. It were enough | 
for me to deny the Charge, he who afficmeth it, ſhould prove it. -And | 
then 


then added, were it juſt and fair dealing for any to accuſe another of 


Adultery, or Theft, &c. and then all the proof he brings is, ye muſt 
prove your ſelf Chaſt and Honeſt, Now if a man ſhould ſay to ſuch 
an Accuſer, that is a Beld, Severe, and Uncharitable Accuſation, 


without Proof: and the Accuſer ſhould anſwer, This is but Noiſe and 


Clamour, would it be thought a ſufficient Anſwer. 
The 24. Sentence he calls Noiſe and Calmour, is cited out of my 


Vind, page 11. line 11. You have appealed, faith he, to my Con- 


* ſcience, if it was juſt and charitable in me, to ſay of Schiſmaticks, 


* that they were cut off from the only ſalutary Communion, &c, I ſhall 


* Tranſcribe that F out of my Vindication page 11. and 12, and leave 
it-to the Reader to judge if that, and what he citeth out of page 12. 


line 18. be but meer Noiſe and Clamour. 


My words are theſe; And ibus 1 bope I have vindicated our Communion 
from Schiſm, by true Church Principles; and net argued meely from this, 
that it bath civil Lay for it. And now I think I may appeal to any 
unbyaſſed Reader, yea to the Authors own Conſcience, if it be juſt 
or charitable for him, to ſay of Schiſmaricks in general, witbent any 
Caution, Exception or Limitation, as page 6. Exam. Schiſmaticks by being 


ſuc b are cut off from the only ſalutary Communion, the one Communion of t he 


one viſible Body of cbriſt: I intreat the Reader if he pleaſe to peruſe 
what is added Page 12. and then judge whether this be meer Noiſe or 


 Clamour. 


But ſaith our Author page 58, J. 12, &c, If this Principle, That 
« Schiſmaticks by deing ſuch, are cut off from the only Salutary Com- 
c munion, the one Communion of the one viſible Body of Chriſt ſhall 
© hold, as I hope now it ſhall, — If you are Schiſmaticks, my cen- 
© ſure was neither too bold, unjuſt, uncharitable, too ſevere, nor 
« Schiſmatical. But if it do not hold as thus propounded, withoat any 
Caution, Exception, or Limitation, then my Charge remaineth in force, 
and is not meer Noiſe, Ec. 
Our Author tells me, 5. 58. J. 20, 21. All is but pure inſignificant 
* noiſe, and arrant clamour, and no more, till I have either proved, 
* that two oppoſite Communions, may be both Salutary Communions, 
which be taketh * to be a Task too hard for me; Or, till Lhave pur- 
* ged our ſelves of the Scaiſm, and fixed it on them, which he taketh 
to-be equally impoſſible. Now I hope I have done both, I have pro- 
ven that two Churches may be ſinfully divided in Communion from 
one another, and yet both have means of Salyation in them. And I 
have and ſhall more fully purge our ſelves of the charge of Schiſm, and 
fixed it on the Prelatical Party, Me ſeparat from Communion with 


us 
0 
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us in Worſhip, and ſhould —_ to the Vindicatien of what I ſaid. 


The Charge S 27. But I would firſt vindicate my ſelf from this Author's other 
of M:ſrepre. charge of Miſrepreſentation, which he thus formeth, page 58. S 73. You. 
ſeatgtion have (ſaith he) returned enough of Miſrepreſentation; For, pray 
anſwered. Sig, where did 1 ſay, that vc u are not Chriſtians? Or, that you are 


© not capable of Pardon? Where did I ſay that ye are without GOD, 
© wichout Chriſt, without hope of Pardon, Mercy, or Salvation, while 
ye are not ſubject to the Prelates ? Where did I ſey that the Biſhops. 
* allowance will make good Miniſters, or that Submiſſion to them will 
make the People good Chriſtians? Yet page 12. you have roared as if 
all theſe had been my Propoſitions | 
For Anſwer, I never ſaid theſe were his formal Words, But I am per- 
ſwaded they are the real Import of what he and others his Fellows have 
ſaid, as I cited them Vind. pages 11. and 12. And there needs no lon 
'chain of Inferences to prove this, let us but hear and conſider what he 
and they have ſaid, and what his Apologie now 1s, and then judge 
whether I had cauſe to ſay as I did. | 
This Author had ſaid page 6. of Exam. Schilmaticks by being ſuch 
© are cut off from the only Salutary Communion, the one Communion 
© of the one viſible Body of Chriſt, and that the Presbyterian Church 
© in Scotland is Schiſmatical, And Mr. Dodwel one Altar, page 358. 
faith, © Diſunion from the Biſhops is diſunion from Chriſt and the 
Father. And page 360. Such have no Intereſt in the Prayers and 
Interceſſion of Chriſt, And now our Author tells us S 74. and page 
59. That * when he called the One communion of the One-vilibte 
Body of Chriſt, the only Salutary Communion, his Meaning was 
© (and his Words import no more) that it is the only Communion, 
© wherein the Covenanted Mercies of GOD, can be expected, or the 
© only Communion which can affoord a Legal Title to Salvation. 
No Sir, let us reflect on theſe Expreſſions, and conſider their Im- 
port, whether they amount not to as much as I laid ; Are they who 
are not of the viſible Body of Chriſt, Chriſtians? Are not they who 
are diſunited from Chriſt and the Father, without GOD, and without 
Chriſt? Are not they who are out of the Communion, wherein the 
Covenanted Mercies of GOD can be expected, or which can affoord 
a Legal Title to Salvation, are not I ſay theſe without the Covenant, and 
without any Ground of Hope of Pardon, Mercy, Salvation, while in that 
| caſe ? And ſuchaccoi ding to this Author, and theſe cthis Opinion, are all 
Schiſmaticks, and the Presbyterians of the Chu:ch of Scotland are ſuch; 
while they are not in Communion with, or Subjecion to the Biſhops. 


Hie tells us indeed page 59. J. 6, He never meaned that Schiſmaticks 
EE . * are 


J 
N Are uncapable of GO D' uncovenanted Mercies, and he will not 
pteſume to ſet Bounds unto that. And this is no great Charity to us, 
will be not ſay as much concerning Pagans, of whom the Apoſtle 
ſays Epbeſ. 2. 12. That they were without Chriſt, being Aliens from 
* the Common- wealth of Jrael, and ſtrangers from the Covenants of 
© Promiſe, having no hope, and without GOD in the World. I hope 
by this time ir is evident I made no Miſrepreſentation in the Exprefli- 
on mentioned. | ” 
Our Auchor tells us alſo, $75. That he did never ſo much as think 
© or fay that the Biſhops Allowance will make good Miniſters, or Sub- 
* miſlion to Biſhops, will make People good Chriſtians. I doubt not 
© (/aith he) but very many bad men have been ordained by Biſhops, 
© and many bad men have ſubmitted to Epiſcopal Authority, I believe 
© no Man can be either a good Minifter or good Chriſtian without the 
Grace of GOD. 
But he might eaſily. underſtood that my meaning was not of Moral 
. Goodneſs but Entitative, My Words being page 12. But let us ſubmit to 
* the Biſhops, and their allowance will make Minifters good valid Mi- 
*niſters, and the People good Chriſtians, in a Sate of Salutary Com- 
© munien. Bat our Author left out the word Valid, when ſpeaking of 
Miniſters, and the Being in a State of Salutary Communion, when ſpeak- 
ing of Chriſtians, that his accuſation might ſeem the more plauſible, as | 
if Itpoke of Moral Goodneſs, My meaning was but that according to 
him, Submiffion to the Biſhops and their Allowance did make them, 
who were not before ſuch, to be Trae Valid Miniflers, and People who 
were not ſuch before, to be Chriftians in à State of Salutary Communion. 
And I cited our Author's words page 14. of his Exam: That the Biſhops 
Allowance was equivalent to Epiſcopal Ordination; And added, and why net 
to Baptiſm and Cbriſtning. But our Author takes not notice of this, fo 
that this is not as be calls it, a ſlanderous and ſcandalous miſrepre ſentation, 
but a true and juſt charge. And now when in cold blood, to uſe his 
words, as I was when I wrote formerly, I have no Senſe, I have done 
him wrong, nor do I need or ask his Pardon, and I hope GOD will 
not impute it to me as my fin, but accept it as Service aad Duty in dif- 
covering the evil conſequences of this Authors uncharitable Principle: 
But I am weary of what is Perſonal. | 
$ 28. I ſhall now proceed to the Defence of what I ſaid in my 255 bre: 
Vindication, to ſhew that the Presbyterians in this Nation may not be byrerians 
juſtly charged with the guilt of Schilm of any kind, for tho I had ſaid _ — 
Vind. page 6. It were enough for me to deny the Charge, yet after 2 i 
6 ſome account of the nature of Schiſm, I did endeavour to prove they Schm. 
; cannot 


| . ſpect to all the Churches of Chriſt, even theſe who are diflant from us, 


Church. and with whom we have no occation, of Local Communion in Wor- 
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Kannot be charged with that guilt, and did 77nd. page 7. mention ſore 
diſtinctions of Schiſm, which I wiſh were conſidered by the Reader of 
this, the neglect of which occaſioneth our Author's going in a maze; 
And my Reaſoning was to this purpoſe, If they were guilty of any 
Schiſm, it muſt either be, 1/. From the Catholick Church. Or 29, 
From other Siſter Churches. Or 31z, By dividing and ſeparating from 
publick Aſſemblies for worſhip in this Land or Church. Or elle 4), 
For breach of Union with, or Subjection to the Prelates ; But on none 
of theſe Accounts can the Presbyterians juſtly be charged as guilty of 


ig. xy; Schiſm. And therefore upon no account, 1f, Not for their dividing 


fem be from the Cathol ick Church, as I ſhewed p. 8. ſeing we profeſs and believe 
- Catbolick all the Eſſentials of the Chriſt ian Religion. To this our Author ſaith 


Church. page 60. He already fully conſidered it in his ſecond Letter, and I referr to 
my Anſwer thereunto, and ſhall only ſay, he will never prove us to be 
divided from the Catholick Church, while he doth not prove us to de- 

ny any Fundamental Article of Faith. For as the Learned Doctor Stil- 

ling fleet doth well obſerve, Rational Defence, page 131. There can be ns 
Separation from the whole Church, but in ſuch things wherein the Unity of the 

whole Church lyetb. And page 336. The Union of the Catholick Church lyes 

in fundamental and neceſſary Truths,  - | 

2ly, We cannot be juſtly charged with Schiſm, from any particular 


Nr aly, Siſter Church, whileas (I ſaid Vind. page 8.) we have a Love and Re- 


ſhip, and have Communion with them in the ſame Subſtantials of Do- 

cttrine, and Worlbip, Word, and Sacraments. Nor do we deny thoſe 

to be Churches of Chriſt, withwhom we can not have actual Com- 

munion in Worſhip, becauſe we conceive we cannot do it without ſin. 

Our Author takes no notice of this, and therefore I hope hath no. juſt 
Exception againſt it. | = EN 

N 3ly, 30, I did ſhew in that ſame page, that we did not divide and ſeparate 


' from any) from publick Aſſemblies for Worſhip in this Land and Chureh. And 
 worſbipping page 10. line 8, We know no Worſhiping Aſſembly to which once we 


- qa were united, and from which we ſeparate and divide, and therefore 
to which Cannot in this be charged with Schiſm. 


ve wwe Our Author takes notice of this, and ſaith page 60. line 8. This wants 


united. both Truth and Strength. And 1, 578. It wants Truth: You were of our 
Communion (faith he) till ye ſeparated from us, &c. But what Communi« 
on doth he underſtand, Congregational or Miniſterial ? But I haye 
ſpoken of this in his charge, and denyed it. | 


20, He ſaith, There are fili ſome WorPiping Aſemblies of our Communion, 


the 
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tho not in 4 Flouriſhing Condition in this Nation: Anſwer, Is this what of 
late you Schiſmatically ſet up within our Pariſhes without cauſe 2 

31, He ſays, So long as ye continue on your Schiſmatical Fact, you are ſe- 
parated from all theſe Worſhipping Aſſemblies (whereof many extant in other = 
Places of the World, E.G. in England and in Ireland) ts which ye were once 
united, while ye were united with us. How? not in Worſhip, by Local 
Communion, for of that we now ſpeak. No other ways united than 
as to Siſter Churches of which I ſpoke formerly, As for the Principles 
he has laid down, I do not own them, and have already ſhewed the 
falſehood of that Propoſition of his, That theſe who are ſeparated from any 
Aſsemblie which 4s united to the Catholick Church, are ſeparated from the 
whole Church Catholick, Neither doth the other, That whoſo is united 
to any Aſſembly continuing in the Unity of the Catholick Church, 
are united to all the Aſſemblies (how far ſoever diſtant) of the Catho- 
lick Church, hold univerſally true. | 

24, In S 79. he ſaith, My Plea, thoit bad Truth, yet it wanted Strength, 
and his Reaſon is, That {yppoſe there was not. ſo much as one Epiſcopal Mor- 
ſhipping Aſsembly left in this Nuipn, yet if ye ſeparated caufeleſaly, and continue 
on the ſame [chiſmaticel foot, yay Hill continue to be Schiſmaticks, and the Pre- 
valency of Schilm, doth ng alter its Nature. But all this Diſcourſe is no- 
thing to our preſent Purpoſe, nor are his Similitudes drawn from the 
Donatiſts, or the Papiſts, now after the diſperſing of the Proteſtants 
in France, For the Queſtion is not, whether there be any Congrega- 
tion of the EpiſcopalCommunion inScotland,but whether there be any 
WorſhippingAſſembly,to which we were once united in local Worſhip, 
and with which we ought to joyn locally, from which we now ſepa- 
rate and divide, and when he can inſtance none, it is ſufficient to prove 
we are notSchiſmacicks on this account. As to what he ſays of ourſepara- 
ting fromthem cauſeleſſie, and continuing in Schiſm, and continuing on 
a Schiſmatical Foot, we deny it; and I anſwered it above. 


aly, I told him Fizd. page 10. line 12, 13. As we do deny the ge. Nw aly, 
neral Charge of Schiſm, as moſt injurious, ſo we cannot imagine any — nor 
ſemblance of breach of Union in the Church, with which they can e, 


charge us, unleſs it be that of Unien or Subjedtion rather to the Prelates, 
which we are perſwaded is not of GOD's making, and therefore we 
cannot on that account be juſtly charged with Schi. 

I did add there, that tho the Author of the Dxam. page 12. with his 
uſual confidence aſſert, A tbe presbyterians wit bin the Kingdom are 
bound to own end ſubwit to the Biſhops, ds their lawful and Eccleſiaſtical Su- 
perisurs, We do confidently deny it, The Prelates were never our law- 
ful Eccleſiaſtical 3 Uſutrpets over us, nos only — 

| | | warran 
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warrand from the Scripture. But impoſed by Civil Authority, 


without the choice and conſent of this National Church, by vertue of - 
the. Claim of Supremacy, and Soveraign Authority of the King; and 
ſeing it had no other Foundation, or Right by its laſt Settlement in 


this Church, but an Act of Parliament, and no Church conſtitution, it 
can be no Church Schiſm, nor contrary to any Statute, Canon, or 


Law of the Church. And Prelacy being by ſupreme Authority of- 
the Nation aboliſhed, they can then on no account be called our law- 


Full Eccleſiaſtical Superiours, & ourDiſowning of them can be on no ac- 


count charged on us as Schiſm, or breach of that Union which ought 


to be in this Church. And if our diſowning the Biſhops be a Schiſm, then 


I may ſay of it, as Gerard ſaid of ſeparation from Rome, it is a good 


Schiſm, a bleſſed Schiſm. 


8 24. Concerning this our Author faith page 61. $-80. it is my Topping 


Fla; and he is fo well pleaſed with that Phraſe, that he repeateth 
it again in that ſame 5. And I believe however he ſlight it, it ſtrikes at the 
foundation of his Charge, that being the great Reaſon of it, becauſe 
we live not in Union with and ſubje&ion td the Biſhops. 


He is pleaſed to ſay of my Argument page 62. line 5: and 6, That it 
is very weak. But I am not ſenſible of that, after I have conſidered - 


what he ſaith againſt ic, tho he ſaith be bepeth I might, 


| Tet us. confider the Argument, and what he oppoſetb to it. 
The Argument is this, Presbyterians can not be juſtly charged with 


Schiſm, becauſe they are not in Union with, or rather Subjection to 
the Prelates,. becaufe they were never their lawful Superiours, and 
{ were wt therefore we did not owe to them the union of Subjection; Is not this. 
eur lawful à good Reaſon? if I can prove theAſſertion that they are not our lawful 
Soperveuree. Superiours, but Uſurpers over us. And this I proved, 1. Becauſe they 

hape no ground or warrand for their Claim, from the holy Scriptures. 


This he paſſes over, tho the Probation ly on him and not on me. 


2. I flid page 10. of my Vindication, They were impoſed by Civil 
Authority, without the choice and conſent of this National. Church, 


( which he knoweth is contrary to ancient Canons) by vertue of the 
Claim of Supremacy and Soveraign Authority of the King. 
To this he faith 5 82. It 5s not true that Epi ſcopacy was Reſtored anno 62. 


purely, I vertue of the lain. of Supremacy, &c. Here he inſerts and 
addeth the word ( Purely.) May be he will tell me in his next (he had 


no Plot in it) tho the Deſign be obvious, even that he might take oc- 


 cafior to mention other Motives'in the Act, as he doth $82, mn as 
| ing 


* 
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n . ; 
being an ancien and ſacred Order, &c. But whatever Motives and 
Reaſons be alledged for doing it, yet that the Reſtitution was by vertue 
afthe Claim of Supremacy zit is fo undenyably evident, that I Hall only 
refer any who doth not know, but to read the 1; 48 of the 2d. Sef. 
Parl. 1. Cb. zd. with the 1f, 48 ofthe 2d. Parl. Cb. 2d, 

I added 3110 page 10. of Vind. That Prelacy being reſtored without the 
choice and conſent of this National Church, and having no other foun- 
dation or right by its laſt Settlement in this Church, but an Act of Par- 
liament, and no Church Conſtitution, it can be no Church Schiſm, nor 
contrary to any Statute or Canon of the Church. 

6-30. To this he Replyeth $ 83, It is not true that Ep;ſcopacy was Re- 
ſtored anno 1662, without the choice and conſent of this National Church. 
Would you not think that a man who will have the confidence to deny 
a matter ſo notour to all the Nation, may deny any thing. Were the 
Prelates anno 62. chofen by theMiniſters of thisChurch? came theyin with 
the conſent of this Church? when ſo many Synods were drawing up 
Petitions againſt it, and were raiſed and Diſſolved when about it? 
Before he give us account of that, he craves allowance to go back a 
little, and then pretends to give a Hiſtorical account of the Govern- 
ment of this Church after the Reformation, in which, tho delivered a 
with much confidence, there are few Lines without ſome Untruth in b. 
matter of Fact; Such as 1. $83, The - Gopernment wes unqueſtionably Gruern- 
carried on: en Frelatical Principles: whereas he knoweth it is not only men! it 
ueſtioned, but denyed,and I fay the contrary often proven. And tho he —_ 
1 ay, His Mſertion bath been proven to a Demonſtration (our Authors uſual — : 
) Big-word ) by divers Authors, refering to ſome on his Margin; I do en Refued. \ 
| not wonder that he had referred to Couper and Sporſwoods and Monro 
3. and Lied/ay, and I refer the Reader to the Anſwers given to chem. 
1 But I admire how he could have the confidence to appeal to the Re- 
2 cords; and that called Ko Hiſtory F the Reformation. and the firſt Book - 
l. of Diſcipline, and ſaid page 63. Margin, That our own Hiftorians Calders 
wood and Petrie frankly confeſs it: anent the falſhood of which TI ap- 
il peal to any ingenuous perſon, who will look unto them, the Hiſtory 
by: from the year 1560, to the 1580, he will.cafily find, it was not (as 
S our. Author confidently affirmeth) proper EprſcoÞacy, which wes the Form 
eſtabliſhed by eur Refarmers, aud it continued in Vigor unre ſiſted and unanimouſly 
2, ſubmitted to till the year 157 ¼ 


d s 31. Altho it were no wonder, there could be little proof of the 
d Judgment of this Church, and their oppoſition to proper Prelacy, from 
Co the Church Records of theſe things, Seing Mr: Pat. Adamſon, who had 


as been Arch-Biſbop of St. Andrews, in his Confeſſion and -Recantation 
| | given 


— — 
— 


* | C 
given in to the Synod of Fyfe, IS 12 Did acknowledge, that 
on a certain day in Falłland, before the Books of the Aſſembly were de- 
livered to the King, the Biſhop of N. accompanied with Mr. Hen 
Hamilton rent out ſome leaves, and deſtroyed ſuch things as made again 
theirEſtate,and that not without Biſhop Adamſons own ſpecial allowances 
See Calderwoods Hiſt.- p. 261, and Spotswoed p. 38 5. And that Arche 
Biſhop Sharp, ſecured andburnt all he could get, after 62. is well known. 
But I need not inſiſt any more on this thing, ſeing the induſtrie 
ous Mr, Jameſon in his'Nazianzeni Querela. Part, 1, Sec. 8. frem page 50 
hath ſufficiently cleared our Reformers Judgment in this, and that 
Though at firſt, when there were ſo many Vacancies, and ſo few 
Miniſters, they did ſet up ſome as Super-intendents, Viſiters and Com- 
miſſioners, like Evangeliſts, for planting Churches, as a Temporary 
expedient, yet they were far from being the ſame with Prelacy, and 
that theſe had their Directions from, and were Tryed and Cenſured 
by the General Aſſembly. And it is known what conteſt and Debate 
was betwixt the Courtiers, and the Church, about the buddings of Pre- 
lacy in the Introduction, at firſt of Titular Tulchan Biſhops, That 
as I ſaid, I need not ſay no more in this. TY. 
4 of JE. Our Author doth conſeſs, page 63, Prelacy was pulled down, anne 
i: ſemblyr580 1586. Indeed in the fourth Seſſion of that Aſſembly they paſt the follow- 
WW; ogainff Fre. ing Vote. See Galderwood Hiff. page 90. For as much, as the Office of a Bi- 
Eey. ſhop,as it is now uſed, and commonly taken within this Realm, bath no ſure Mar- 
rant, Authority, nor good ground, out of the Book, and Scriptures of God, but 
was brought in by the Folly and Corruption of Mens Inventions, to the great 
overthrow of the true Kirk of God, The whole Aſſembly in one Vote, after 
Liberty given to all men to reaſon the matter, none opponing tbemſelves in 
il Defence of the ſaid pretended Office, findeth and declareth the ſame pretended 
Office uſed and termed as is above ſaid mnlewful in it ſelf, as baving neither 
Fundament, Ground nor Warrand in the Word of GOD, &c. Diſcharg- 
| ing any to exerce it under the pain of Excommunication. | 
| I acknowledge, the Church, had ſome Wreſtlings with the Courti- 
it ers, ere they obtained a Legal Eſtabliſhment of Presby tries. But for the 
| | ſpace of 30. years, from anne 1580. to 1610. This Church lived under 
{ Presbyterian Government, and never any pleaded, (as our Author 
(| now againſt Presbyterians ) that they were Schiſmatical, or offerd to 
ſeparat on that account, 75 
F 33. But ſaich he, page 63. J. 1 3,14 A General Aſſembly met at Glaſ. 
gow, anno 16 10. by a formal AQ Chooſed and Conſented to Epiſcopal 
Government. * 


But 


. |; 1 r | 
Zut as Calderword well Obſerves, Hiſt. page 612. This wai after that 
Abe Biſhop 4 became Lord. in Parliament 3 Council, Exchequer, Sion Lordi 
of Temporal Landi and Regalities, Patrons of Benefices, Maderators of Presbyv 
tries, Commiſſioners of the Kings Court of high Commiſſion, and conſequent=- 
hy gre-4 and terrible io the Miniſtry, and other profeſiors, It was eb fit 
10 con vocat a General Aſſembly in the beginning of June, when the Miniſtry 
did not expect any ſuch thing, by reaſon that the Aſſembly, appointed to be hol» 
den in May was proroged by Proclamation in February, yet notwithſtanding 
of their Grandure, and that their Chief Oppoſits were either baniſhed, Ward: 
ed, or confined, in or without the Conntrey, and removed out of the way, they 
do not venture upon a free Election of the remanent of the Minifters, but pro- 
cured Miffives from the King to the Presbyteries, to make choiſe of ſuch Perſons, 
at be bad given to them in Note by the Biſhops. The Kings Miſive was ſev 
conded with rhe Biſhops Letter, ; — 
So much is ſaid to prove the nullity of this Aſſembly by Calderwood, The nallith 
page 539. And by the Aſſembly at Glaſgow, 1638. Sefion 12. that I 7 ®: 
need not to inſiſt on it, or the force thereof. | | 
After the Diſſolving of the Aſſembly, Mr. Pat. Simpſon Miniſter at iel. 
Stirling, and Mr. Wal. Balquankwel, at Edinburgh, did in their Sermons e re 
.chacge the Biſhops with Perjury and DefeRion, and when Biſhop og 8 
Gladſtenes held a Dioceſian Sy nod in Fe, Ofeber 9. at St. Andrews. Di- 
verſe Miniſters, as Mr. Feb» Malceme, Mr. William Arskine, Mr. Jobn 
Kineire, Mr David Mearns, and Mr, David Spence, &c. deſired to know 
upon what ground the Order of the Kirk, and erue Government there- 
of was altered, and the Bithop, and Mr. William Couper ( afterward 
a Biſhop ) in their Apology and Reply to theſe Miniſters, called it 
an Indifferent — 9 
Alſo whenBiſhopGladftones held the Sy nod of Lothi an in Haddingtoun, that 806 Calder 
Presby tery prepared to make Oppoſition, and togive in a Proteſtation . Hifts 
in Write, which tho it was not given in through Mr. carmicbeeh Mi. page 640. 
management, yet divers of the Brethren ſpoke, and deſired he would 641. 
not burthen their Presbytery, with that Yoke-of Obedience to his Go. . 
vernment. | | 6434 
As for what my Author ſaith, © Page 63, line 20. 2r, that the ſame n 
year three worthy Men went to London, and were Candnically con- 
ſecrated Biſhops. . They returned home, and as Canonically Conſe- 
crated others, till all cheir Sees were filled. If it were worth my while 5 
it were eaſie to ſhew, that neither there nor here was the Conſecratin 
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1 on Canonical, accerding to the Ancient Canons, but I will not inſiſt 


on that, or of his worthy Elogy he gives $ 84. and 85. of Prelacy and 
| tae Service Book, for they are but vain words, | 
” K S 34. He 


n m 2 16. at Glaſgow, did Declare Prelacy to have been Abjured by the Cenf- ion 


____ * 
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BD . 38 ' a | | 
|; | mths $ 34.He ſays in 5 87.This choice and conſent was ſtanding in ful. force anno 
& | conſere to 1 


662. But if that Aſſembly. was null (of which formerly) its Act had 


| Biſboprame never full force of a Vote in this Church. 
%% 2. It being but a Church Conſtitution, it might be by her afterward 


wot iff full 
C 


agreed that the Biſhops ſhould be ſubject in-all things concerning their 
Life, Converſation, Office, and Benefice, to the Cenſure of the Ge- 
*neral Aſſembly, Now the Church in the General Aſſembly 38. Sef, 


E | force 621 Retracted and altered. And in that fame Aſſembly 1610, It was 


page 662. / Faith 1589, and to be removed out of this Kirk; and this unani mo with 
out contradifion of any one; and this ratified and approven in divers fol- 
lowing Aſſemblies, and the conſtant Submiſſion of the whole Church, 

to Presbyterial Government, till the year 623 
F. 34. But faith our Author $ 87. and 88, © The Aſſembly 1638. 
of ele © was Incompetent for Retracting, and all ſubſequent Aſſemblies ſtood. 
Sener el 4ſ- on the ſame Foot; and Line 13. be ſays, That Aſſembly did chings, 


| ſembly 


— * which ought to make it to the Worlds end Infamous. It Declared E- 
*03% © piſcopacy to be Unlawful, which is a monſtruous Hereſie, &. 

If I ſhould gather together his goodly Epithers of Infamous, Heretical, 

Preſum ptusus, Schiſmatical, Sacrilegious, Rebellious, and Treaſonable, and 

Ecclefiaſtical Perduellion, perhaps ſome. would be apt to ſay in his own 

Language, This is arrant Clamour, yea Roering, on better ground than 

my words he ſo Cenſureth. But ſuch kind of language hurts himſelf 

more than them, and I ſhall for their Vindication refer to tbe Anſwer ef 

the Biſheps Froteſtat ion and Declinator, mentioned by bim, page 63. line 17. 

= | | BE: 

That they But what reaſon has our Author, that the Aſſemby of Glaſgow, could 

might juſtly not retract that Power given to Biſhops ? Why faith he? 8 87. line 

rer 4. 5. They were put out of all pretence, of power to attack it by the 

what was © Aﬀſembly 1610, which had Inveſted the Biſhops with a Negative power, 

Biſhopr (that is a power without whichPresbyters could neither by themſelves, 


eie. nor in Conjunction with what number ſoever of perſons called Ruling- 


* Elders, Determine any thing in Church Matters, far leſs alter the Con- 


. _ © ſtitution, Is not this a goodly Reafon indeed? Can not the ſame 


Church who — them the power, take it from them, when it has no 

Foundation from the Word of GOD, and they find it prejudicial to 
the Ehurch 2 But they did it on better and higher grounds, becauſe 
there was not any ground in the Scripture for the Office, and it was 
not in the power of the Aﬀembly 1610s to Inſtitute another Office in 
the Church of GOD, than what CHRIST Inſtituted, nor to take fro 
Presbyters, the power which CHRIST hath given them, 


$ 35, This 


* 432 | 55 
s 35. This giveth me occafion to vindicate my ſelf from a Calumni- my 
dus Accuſation, repeated often againſt me by this Author, that I own 2 
an Ixdiſſrency of particular Forms of Church G.vernment; fo page 65. and his Ateuſa· 
68, and 59, tho Iingenuouſiy declare I never inclined to that Obinion tim of ne, 
I anent the Ind Ferenc; of particular Ferns of Church Government; for I dobe- g fer 
| lieve our Lord Jeſus Chriſt himſelf, hath Inſtitute the Government of — 


his Church and the Officers thereof, and hath not left it to the Church, particulay - 


: or Magiſtrate. to appoint and Determine the ſame. Yet our Author will frm: of 
1 undertake to prove, that this of Indifferency is truly my Hypetbeſis. Let Church © | 
5 us hear how he doth it. $ | Grverge' 


1. Heſiith g 89. That ſo far as he is able to penetrate into my Argu- 


» ment, it muſt be founded on this Suppoſition of Indifferency. But 
what's his Reafon? My Argument was, that Prelates were not our 
; lawful. Eccleſiaſtical Superiours, wanting not only warrant from the 
i Scripture, but not having ſo much as the choice and conſent of this Na- 
5 tional Church, He asks them 5 89. line 3, Would the choice and conſent 
< of this National Eburch Anno 62. bave legitimate Epiſcopacy ? I Anſwer, 
it would not. He asks me then, why chsice and conſent was brought into 
7 the Argument? Anſwer, to ſhew that their Claim of Superiority was 


] ſo weak, that it had net ſo much as a Church Conſtitution for its Foun- 
1 dation, and that being without choice and conſent,” it wasevidently an 
1 Impoſition ; and their Exercife of it an Uſurpation; and that our ſe- 
1 parating from them was not ſo much as a Schiſm, or breach of Union 
f injoyned, by any Canon of this Church, | 
A He repeats the Charge againſt me page 68. 8 96. 97. and his Reaſon + 
is, becauſe I ſaid Vind. page 11. line 7. If the difference and dviſion be 
d only anent Church Government, there will need clear proof to con- 
e vince, * it were unlawful to joyn in Worſhip. But Ideny that this ſup- 
e poſes That no particular Form is of Divine right, But ſaith be, Your 
1 *words ſnrewdly import, that no particul: r Formof church Govern- 
5 © ment is of ſueh conſequence, as to juſtiſie Separation. Anſwer, It is 
3 a ſufficient cauſe to juſtifie ſeparation from the Government, but does 
n- not of neceſſity infer that it is always unlawful, where there is ſuch a 
e difference, to joyn in Worſhip. I do believe the Presbyterian Govern- 
0 ment is of Divine right; but I cannt be ſo ſevere as our Author, to ſay, 
to that every one that differs from me in this, is guitty of Hereſie; every 
ſe thing chat is of Divine Inſtitution is not fo neceſſary, that the want of 
as it is ſufficient reaſon for ſeparating from Worſhip. Every Divine Truth 
n is of Divine Authority, but every Error in a Church contrary to it, is 
m not ſufficient cauſe of ſeparation from Worſhip. 


i L ſaid indeed Page 13, line 9. That when Chriſtians who conſent i 
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the Faith, aſſembled together for publick Worlbip, they do not pro- 
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(45) 
©*fefs themſelves to be Epiſcopal or Presbyterian, or Independent, but 
© to. be Chriſtians, and profeſs the Name of CHRIST. Hence he 


would inferr, It is no matter of Faith, and fo not of. Divine Inſtitu- 


tion, whether the Form of Government be this or that. I acknow- 
ledge, it may be called a matter of Faith largely taken, for all that is re- 
vealed by GOD: but is it not uſual to diſtinguiſh Doctrine, Worſhip, 
and Government; and it might been eaſie to him, to diſcern I do ſo 
in that Aſſertion, if he did not, as I find it uſual to him, look on all that 
I ſay with prejudice. 2 „ | 

But ſaith he pege69. 899. If the Syllogiſm I formed page 13. do not 
fand on this foot, it is an Arrant Feſt. Nay, if he conſider it well, he 


will find it g20d earneſti. The Argument was a Retortion, thus, © Epiſe 
*copal Miniſters ſhould not imitate the Presbyterians in that for which 
S they did condemn them But Epiſcopal Miniſters did condemn Presby- 
- © terians for ſeparating from publick Worſhip, in the Congregations 


© where they lived, becauſe of the difference in Church Government, 


Ergo, theEpiſcopal Miniſters ſbould not imitate them, in withdrawin 
form the publickWorſhip in the Congregations where they live,becauſe 


d of the difference in Church Government. Now faith our Author, 
What if the Epiſcopal Miniſters, as juſtly they may, ſhall ſay, that 
© they condemn the -Presbyterians for ſeparating from a Conſtitution 
© which was not indifferent, but of Divine Right, and therefore neceſ- 


t ſary. 


Anſwer, It is juſt, where it was, for the Queſtion is, about ſepara- 
tion from Worſhip: And not from the Conſtitution or Government. 
2ly, They know well the Presbyterians did own Presbyterian Govern. 
ment to be of. Divine Right; And yet they argued againſt 18 Sepa- 
ration, not from the Divine Right of Prelacy, but that difference in 
Government, was no ſufficient Reaſon for ſeparation in worſhip, 41y, 


It is well known that at that time, the Epiſcopal Party generally judged 
the Form of Church Government indifferent; And that was ſuitable 


to their taking the Teſt, and owning that the King may diſpoſe of the 
Government of the Church, as it pleaſeth him: From this it. is evide 
that his Diſcourſe 5 roo. is vain and to no purpoſe. ; 
s 36. As for that he ſays in that S 100. that Prelacy had the Eivi/ 
Law on its ſide; As that could not legitti mate it without warrand from 
the Word of GOD, fo I prevented this Objection page 10. of my Vind. 
ſhewing that that Civil Law was reſcinded by the Supream Authority 
of the Nation. | : | | 


But to this he Replyeth page 62, $ 81+ The dbvlition of Epiſcopacy by the 


Supreme 
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"Supreme Powtr of the Nation anno 89, cannot juflifie a Separation Commenced 
anno 66. and conſummated anne 87. Anſwer, I do not bring it to 
juſtifie Separation from Worſhip, but to prove that the Prelates are not 
our Eccleſiaſtical Superiors, nor do we owe them Obedience as ſuch, 
no not ſo much, as by Ciuil Lau, that being reſcinded. 
By this time I hope it is evident I have vindicate the Presbyterians 
from his charge of Schiſm. | 

I remember I did add Vind. page 10. If our diſowning the Biſhops be 
a Schiſm, then 1 may fay of it, as Gerard ſaid of Separation from Rome, 
It is a good Schiſm, a bleſsed Schiſm. | | 

He falleth on this page 61- f $0. and endeavours to ridicule it, by 
the Phraſes. of Sonnet and Eni % But I deſpiſe his Jeers, and 
pity him in theſe ſilly Sallies. All he faith might have been ſaid by 
any Papiſt to Gerard, and he knew well Scbiſm is not always taken in 
an ill ſenſe, tho uſually it be, doubtleſs he hath read of Pium Scelus and 
Felix Peccatum, which are more abufive Expreflions, than mine. 

'$ 37. But having now vindicated our ſelves from the charge of 7, ,,,,-- 
Schiſm, I come next to return the charge upon theſe of the Epiſcopal f Schi 
Perſwaſion, who ſeparate from, and refuſe to joyn with us in publick Tererned ou 
Worſhip. And to defend what I faid anent this in my Vind. I did alſo — 
mind him that the Presbyterians wont, and do charge the Prelatical of bis * 
party in Scotland as Schiſmaticks. And our Author taketh notice page i. 
66. F. 92, &c. of two things, I bring like proofs of this, both which he 


ſaith are very infirm. 


The firſt concerneth Separation from Worſhip, for it is evident that Iſt. lte 
they ſeparate from the publick Aſſemblies for Worſhip in this Land and — —— 
Church, a true Church having all the Marks of a true Church, and bis. _ 
requiring no ſinful terins of Communion, as I have ſhewed above. And 
to evite Debate, it being the Duty of, Chriſtians cohabiting toge- 
ther, to joyn in Worſhip; Separation from the main Body of that So- 
ciety of Chriftians -ameng whom we live, while there are no ſinful 
terms of Communion impoſed on-them that joyn in the Worſkip, is 
ſinful, as 1 ſhew from Dr. Burner and Mr. Corbet. 

' To this he Replys, e newer: ſeparated from any Body of Chriſtians, fince 
forced thereto we ſeparate from Rome. What? Are not the Body of theſe 
among whom ye live Cöriſtians and Proteſtants? Do ye not ſeparate from 
their publick Aſſemblies ? | : 

Then he falls a boaiting, That © they ſtand on the ſame Foot on 
© which the Catholick Church ſtood in the firſt and pureſt Centuries, 
© and on which our Reformers ſtood, It is reported of Dieſcorus Concil: 
Chalcedons. AG; 1. That he appt one, I am caſt out with the mon - 

. eken 


Charch, and Records of theſe times. 


| A = 
defend the Dogmatz, the received Opinion of the Fathers, That 
which follows is but Repetitions and confident Aﬀertions, All which: 
I have conſidered formerly, and therefore I paſs them, with denyal of 
what he ſo confidently aflerts. 
He adds page 67. line 7, &c. That tho we were the main Body of 
People profeſling Chriſtianity in the Nation, it would avail nothing, 
© = [tis nothing but conformity to Chriſts Inſtitutions, and Catholick; 
© Principles, founded thereon, and ſuited therewith, that can conſtitute 
© a Lawſul Chriſtian Communion. I do grant it, but let him ſhew us. 
any Inſtitution of Chriſt or Catholick Principle founded thereon, re- 
quiſite to conſtitute a Lawful Chriſtian Communion, which we do not 
own and receive; And let the Reader judge whether Dr. Burnet: and: 
Mr. Corbets Reaſoning militate againſt him or me, as he confidently aſ- 
ſerteth 6 94. | 
I did Vind page 9. line 33. prevent a Retortion of theirs, concern- 
ing the withdrawing of ſome of the Presbyterians, from their Worſhip, 
in the time of Prelacy, and adviſed them not to imitate them, in that 
wherein they thought they did wrong. | 
If our Author had conſidered I fpoke of the time when Prelacy was: 
Regnant, and not of Anne 87. (for I gave formerly an Account of that, 
which he calls an univerſal Separation Anno 87.) Had he conſidered 


| = he needed not talked ſo much of Surpriſing and Amaſing at whit 
laid. | 
| axchiſwmin 8 38. In his g rot. He takes notice of that which he calls my other 


| dividing Argument for fixing the Schiſm on them, and it relates to the Government. 
from the The Words hz citeth out of Page 14 l. 20, &c. of my Vind. were, That 
| — Presbyterian Government being the Primitive Eſtabliſhment and Go- 
© Chuck, *vernment of this church, they are perſwaded it was the Epiſcopal 
| Party, who firſt left them, and therefore may be rather charged with. 
_. Schiſm. | 

| — To this he Replys, 1 rot. J 5. © If you mean it was the firſt Efta, 
| mentcbe © bliſhment at our Reformation, all the Records of theſe times, as I 
| Primitive have already. ſhown, are againſt you. But I hope I have ſufficiently 


— anſwered all that he ſaid, and evidenced the contrair from our Hiſtories 


* 


— . 2+ He ſayth, I. 7. If ye mean it was the Eſtabliſhment when Chri- 
— © ſtianity was firſt received, you ſhall never be able to prove it; and 
ageinft the page 70.endeayoureth to invalidate the Authority of our Hiſtorians as 
Biſbop of St. © to theſe things* But I will not digreſs on that, they have been vin- - 
. 2 dicated by an abler Hand. But I muſt ſay, I think the Honour both of 

Hogfteet- Hierom and our Countrey, might have prevailed with our — to 
| ave 


* | 
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Have foreborn that reflexive Teſtimony, which tho he forbear to tran. 


late, yet he ſets down at length in Latine. 


How ungrounded his confidence is, that Bede has not the leaſt Inſinua? 


tion of any period of time, wherein our Church was governed without 
Biſhops, I refer to any who (ball judiciouſly peruſe Bedes Hiſtory, lib. 3. 
ep. 4. But I need not inſiſt on proof. of this; that eur Church was for 
any time after the preaching of the Goſpel in it, without Biſhops; He 
hath one Catholick Anſwer, That, during that time ber Conſtitution was 
Imperfe ; tho, he ſaith it, with whet If. To which I ſhall only ſay, the 
Perfection of Churches muſt be meaſured by the Scriptures; and not by 
this Authors Fancy. | | 
In 5 i03. He asks, © How it comes to paſs, how theſe of our party do 


_ * fo keenly contend, that this Church was for more than two full Cen- 


©turies governed without Biſhops, &. He ſays, he has often thought 


ron this, and takes it to be a Myſtery, and prays to have it unridled 


to him. If he will have it, It is not that we would found our Faith 
on Tradition, or practiſe of fallible Men, but to be ſome check to ſome 
men whoboaſt and brag ſo much of Antiquity anduniverſal Practiſe for 
Prelatical Government. And on this and other Grounds, we deny that 
there is unqueſtionable hiſtorical Evidence, of the conſtant and univer- 
fal Practiſe of the contraverted Prelacy, much more, we deny, that it's 
of Apoſtolical Inſtitution, tho that is not our preſent Queſtion. 

As to his confidence, $ 104. That be bath fully ſhewed ] bave ſaid nothing, 
Ge. And bis Encomium of their Prelatical Church. It ſhall be enough to 
conclude with a litle Variation, I think: he hath ſaid nothing of any 
Weight and Moment for juſtifying his ſchiſmatical Principle, or to fix 
the guilt of Schiſm on us, or free himſelf, and theſe of his Principles 
from it, and whether it be fo or not, we muſt remit it to the-Judge® 
ment of others who read what is written; 5 

$ 39. I chall not inſiſt on any Cenſure on his Declamation in praiſe 


of our Reformers, and inſtead thereof eſpouſed an other, in ſome 
Things oppoſite to it. We have not deſerted, but owned it, tho the 
Latter is uſed as the mare full, and containeth nothing oppoſite to the 
former, nor has our Author been able tho often challenged to prove his 
Accuſation in that. 


| : Of his 
of their Church under Prelacy, but muſt complain, that in S:io5: he praiſe of 


calumniouſly accuſes us, as having deſerted the Conſeſſion of the Palch LOC 


lacy. 


I wiſh from all my heart, they cordially adhere to the conſeſſion of | 


the Faith of our Reformers, and that not only as a vinenlum pacis,anenc 
which among other things, their Salvein ſubſcribing the Teſt, that they 
did * not ſublcribe to every Propoſition in that Confeſſion, but to the 


Pro- 


| {( 44 J | 
© Proteſtant Doctrine therein, gave ſhrewd Grounds of Suſpicion. And 
therventing in a Sermon Arminian and Caſſandrian Doctrine, before a 
Whag and Synod, was no good evidence of purity of. Doctrine in 
ome. | 

But anent all this Encomium, what is it for which he commends 
their Church, which we cannot lay juſt claim to, except that we bave 
net Prelats or Biſhops, whoſe Sommendations are too high-y 107. and we 
cannot allow) them, to have our Lord's Commiſſion to rule over us, 
or that they were ſuch, as in all Ages of the Church, till the two laſt di- 
vided Ages, were always judged neceſſary to the being of particular 

Churches, as being by divine Inſtitution, as he aſſerts. LY 
8 40. He ſhuts up with a ſevere challenge to me for hailing in ( as 


| ſation of he calls him) The Admirable Mr. Dodwell ito this little [wffle betwixt bim 


me, inreft- and me, or at leaſt, that I did not treat a perſon of ſuch merit more civil, 


Fence to Mr, 


and bhoneſtly than I have done, page 12. line g. I bonour Mr. Dedwell, for 


| orſucred, his learning, but de. not admire him for the Sentences I Cite. 


TT 2 . — — — eee ee ͤ ———— = ———(—ſjw 


but wherein have I dealt uncivily or unhoneſtly with him? I hate 
co dodo with any man, &ir's neither civily nor honeſtly done to charge 
me with it, before the World, without proof. What are the innuendo's 
of Contempt, wherewich 1 have named him; was it not free to me to 
take notice of what he faith in a Treatiſe publiſhed to the World? 
wherein have I maimed. his Sentences? Muſt I cice no Teſtimony of 
an Adverſary, unleſs I fall to a full Reſutation of the Book from which 
I cite it? Is there any thing here contrair to the Art of fair deals 
ing, or is this the quarrel that I ſaid, Their Affections were very like 
the Popiſh Tenet, That its of neceſſity to Salvation, to be ſubje& to the 
Biſhop. of Rome, and in our Author, and Mr. Dedwels Language 
Its of neceſſity to Salvation to all within the Dioceſs of Edinburgh, to be 
ſubje& to the Biſhop of Edinburgh ? Tho this be plain enough, our 
Author hath not had the confidence to challenge it, tho he cenſuges 
_ of far: leſs moment, which I think come not ſo cloſs home to 

im. | | 45 | 
As for his ſcoffing Challenge, Gird on your Armour Sir, and take ta ta 
only twe ef his Books, &. I ſhall only ſay, others have taken him to 
task already, and I doubt not but abler Hands than I will ſtand up fon 
the Truth againſt him, But I ſuppoſe Seing he manages the ſame cauſe, 
and is ſo well acquainted with him, he hath omitted nothing of the 

ſtrength of Argument which he found in his Treatiſe. | 
I do not love to laugh ( as, he ſcoffingly ſays) at any mans Inferen- 
ces ; tho ſometimes 1 am heartily grieved for both Principles and Infea 
rences, I do not pretend I can do extraordinary Service to my Party, or 
a | ex- 


| 5 Pop, C-ac | 1 5 | 
exteedingly Honour my Chair (as his words are) he cannot have meaner 
Thoughts of me, than J have of my ſelf, 


* 


Some Animadverſions on the third 


LET T E R 


5. 18, 1 Shall proceed to conſider the third Letter, the Deſign of 
1 which, he ſaith is, to try how I have vindicated the ſecond 
Thing he cenſured in my Sermon, which was Cas may be 
ſeen page 14. of the Sermon) That the aſſerting ſuch a neceflity of 
* Epiſcopal Ordination, as nullifieth the Miniſtry, and all the Ordi- 
©nances diſpenſed by ſuch who want it; is ſuch an Opinion, that I 
© think ſhould not be tolerated in any Proteſtant Church, being de- 
© ſtrucive to the Truth, and Being of moſt of Proteſtant Churches. 
On the contrary he did page 7. of his Examination, aſſert it a very barm- 
leſs and innocent Opinion, though it deſtroyes the Truth, and Being of 
molt of the Reformed Churches. This is the Natural tendency of it, 
though he ſays it bath hitherto been ixoffenſive, that is, from the Mercy 
of GOD; and it being but lately vented by this Author, and ſome of 
his Brethren, it had little time yet to work; though it is like it hath hurt 
{ome already. 5 3 | „ 

s 2d. He did alledge page 7. of Exam. That my Aſſertion was no other f 
than that every one of ſuch an Opinion, ſhould be Baniſhed; and though 1 That the 
I told him in my V ind. page 15. that it did not import that; and gave — 
him my Reaſons for it: yet he is in this Letter, at great pains page 76. was mee 
page 77. to prove it muſt be the Import of my Words. And the Sum of tht they 
all is, becauſe it was before the Parliament that I Preached ; As it I could %% 
not tell before them, what the Church ought or ought not to do, Be- Boniſbed, 
ſides that, though 1 had ſpokenof the Parliaments not Tolerating ſuch 
an Opinion, I ſhewed it did not inferr each one of that Opinion ſhould 
be Baniſhed. For 1 told him though Popery be not Tolerated, it doth 
not follow that all Papiſts are to be Baniſhed. But he taketh no notice 
of this; but asks me If I did not mean they ſhould be baniſhedy did I mean 4 
the Parliament ſhould ordain they _—_— Hinged? I judge no ſober man 

„ will 


: r i i 
will think this inſolent Scoff deſetveth any Anſwer, but Pity and Pray. 


He addeth page 77. Some way or ot her the Nation muſt be rid of that Opi- 
nion, but if the men be conſcientious, how could this be without being rid of 
themſelves? I hope he underfteod or might have known, that in De- 
bates anent Toleration, it is not anent inward Acts of the Mind, which 
fall not under theCognizance of. Church or State;but the Publiſhing and 
Propagating of them, for the hurt and infection of others; Is our Au- 
thor for ſo large a Toleration, and Liberty, that all who pretend 
Conſcience ſhould be tolerated? Or doth he think, that though pro- 
hibited, to publiſh and diſſeminate ſuch an Opinion, as Nullifieth all 
the Reformed Churches, though it ſhould bring on him Baniſhment 
from the: State, or Excommunication from the Church, he ſhould 
publiſh and propagate it? If he ſuffer, he brings it on himſelf, though 
the Prohibiting or not Tolerating inferreth neither; whatever open 
Contempt and ſuch Diſturbance may provoke to. 
zd. I had complained alſo page 15. of my V ind. that he ſhould have 
—. * Faid page 7. of the Exam. That my Poſition ſtands on this Principle, 
4b ms that no perſon who maintains Opinions, which tend to ſubvert the 
| fandonthir © eſtabliſhed Religion of a Countrey, ought to be permitted to live in 
Principle, © thatCountrey.Andthen made his own Inferences, that this did juſtifie 
— 3 the Roman Emperours, Perſecuting Primitive Chriſtians; and the French 
| — King's Perſecuting the Proteſtants, &c. I told him theſe were but falſe 
Opinims, and groundleſs Aſſertions; and the conſequences only of his own ima- 


—_ = gined Principle; but by no conſequence can be drawn from my Poſi- 
0 ty 


1% Arbe. tion: and added, Ithink I need to ſay no more; for the Confutation 
ire ang Of his Aſſertion, than to ſet down what I aſſerted, to wit, That I thing. 
eabliſbed an Opinion ſo deſtructiue to tbe Truth and Being ef the. moſt of Proteftant 
Religion of Eburches; ſhould not be tolerated in any Proteſtant Church. 
| £0149» And then leave it to the Judgment of the Reader, or the Authors 
at, own Conſcience or ſecond. Thoughts, whether this muſt ſtand 
to live in on this Frinciple, That no perſon who maintains Opinions, which 
that, Couns;* tend; to ſubvert the Authorized and - Eſtabliſhed Religion of a Coun- 
wy *trey, ought to be permitted to live in that Countrey; and to enforce it, 
added, Muſt the hindring the Ruine of the Reformed Chuches, ſtand 
© on the ſame Principle, with the hindring the Ruine of Paganiſm and 
Popery ; and the Reſtraint of the one infer the Perſecution of the 
* Chriſtian Religion? My Poſition doth not ſtand on Reformed 
Churches being eſtabliſhed hy Law, but on their being Reformed 
Churches of CHRIST. | 
But he ſaith page 75. $ 2d. This Reaſoning is ſo far above bis Compre- 
benfion, that be will not attempt to Anſwer it, I cannot make one See who 


3 By 

ſhuts his Eyes; I yet again refer the Reaſoning to the Judgment of the 
Reader; Although I had ſaid no more, but the laſt Line, That my 
© Poſition doth not ſtand on this, that the Reformed Churches are Eſta- 
* bliſhed by Law, and therefore Opinions deſtructive to them ſhould 
© not be tolerated; But on this that they are Reformed Churches of 
CHRIST; and therefore Opinions Nullifying them ſhould not be to- 
© lerated: It had been enough to confure all he ſaid, and to ſhew the 
groundleſnels of his Inferences. But for the conviction of the Diſpa- 
rity, and to ſhew that he ſhouid not argue from a particular to an Uni- 
verſal, I asked him, Doth the Not tolerating an Opinion deſtructive 
to Reformed Churches, ſtand on the ſame Principle with Perſecutors 
Not- tolerating of the Chriſtian Religion? But ſaith he page 76. $ 2d. 
I had the ſame ground for aſſerting your Poſition ſtood on that Prin- 
*ciple, that Thad for collecting from your Poſition, that you aimed at 
© Civil Baniſhment. And that was none at all, as I have ſhewed ; but 
whatever colour or pretext you had for that, you had none at all for 
this. | 

But ſaith he line 3. © It was Civil Baniſhment I meant, and muſt 
not Civil Baniſhment in Juſtice ſuppoſe a Crime committed againſt a 
Civil Eſtabliſhment? Now all this is nothing to the purpoſe, for my 
Argument is not, that Opinions ſhould not be tolerated, becaule the. 
Churches are eſtabliſhed by Law; but becauſe it is ſuch a Pernicious 
Evil, the Word Being expreſs (Being deftrufive to the Truth, and Being, 
of moſt of the Reformed Proteflamt Churches. 


$ 4. He faith page 77.65. 1 fall a beaſting that be quite vaved meddling The State 
with my Poſitian, and diverted to another Queſtion; I did not Beaft, but I Te N. 
paſs this, among other his indiſcreet Reflections on me, I did indeed i. 


complain, that though he had propoſed. page 8. of Exam: to give a 
plain view of the Opinion, my Poſition, ſaith he, ſo unmercifully ſtrikes at, 
and alledgeth page 12. he had done it; Yet he never once eflayed it, 
but diverted to another Queſtion; To wit, anent the Reaſonableneſs 
of a Toleration of my allowance, to theſe who doubt of the Ordina- 
tions, which are not Epiſcopal. Whereas. I told him, it was manifeſt, . 
that the Opinion, I did condemn and cenſure, was theneceſfity of Epiſ- 
copal Ordination, and the aſerting ſuch a neceſsity thereof, as nullifieth the Mi- 
niſtry, and all the Ordinances diſpenſed by ſuch-who want it. And I do re- 
new the Complaint, for I told him page 17. the Queſtion was now 
only about the Neceflity, and ſuch a Neceflity, above mentioned, of 
Ordination by a Prelate, Superiour in Office and Order to a Presby- 
ter, and that ſuch a Neceflity as nullifieth the Miniſtry, and all the Or- 
dinances diſpenſed by ſuch who want it. And again page 27. =_ — | 

told 


| 


{ 


| 3 (48 ) : : 
I told him he changed the Queſtion from the Neceſs;ty to the Regular 
Validity ot Ordination, Exam: page 10. 8 5 : 

And I added, it is one thing to ſay, It is according to Church Canons, 
and another thing to ſay, It is againſt Divine Inſtitution; And one thing 
to (iy, It is of Poſitive Inſtitution, and another thing, to be cf Abſolute 
Neceſsity; So that if the Proofs reach not this, they reach not the Concluſion in 
Debate. And yet they do not this to this day, nor hath he ever attempa 

ted to prove that, nor pleaded, it is not the thing in queſtion. 

Yet, becauſe he pretends he came cloſs to the Queſtion, but took a 
nearer way, $5, And he proceedeth to vindicate his Scheme, as he 
calls it $ 6, I ſhall follow him, and take notice of what he faith. 

$ F. And that which he undertaketh to prove page 78. 8 6. is, That 
ceſſi'y of Biſhops (that is, Perſons ſuperior in Order to fingle Presbyters) are the ſe whom 
Oraination GOD bath empowered to give Commiſsiou to Men to be Governeurs of bis 
by Biſhops, Churh, 

To prepare his way for the reſt $ 7. he pretends to lay before us, ſome 
Conceſſions of Salmaſius, Blondel, and Daillee, whom he juſtiy acknows 
ledgeth to be great Men: But what do they yield? Nothing, which 
ought I know, any judicious Presbyterian will deny; To wit that after 
Biſhops were advanced above Presbyters, by the cuftom of the Church Bi- 
ſhops did ordain, yea, ſaich Blondel, Soli Epiſcopi, in-ſome places, Appol. 

page 157. 

Now, e're we proceed further, there are two things I would have 
conſidered; 1ſt, Our Author's Acquaintance, in the Vindication of the 
Principles of the Cyprianick Age, is at great pains to prove that it is not 
the Opinion of the Prelatiſts, that the Biſhops have the Sele Power of 
Ordination or Furiſdictien, yet not only the Words of Blondel are Soli E- 
piſcopi, but this Author aſſerted page 38. of Cyprianick Principles, that 
in Cyprian's time, Biſhops had the ſole power of Ordination. But his 3d. Po- 
ſition here, and all his Arguings, are for this, That Biſhops are the Pere 
ſons Commiſsionated to ordain, and that the power of Presbyters, and power t0 
ordain is ſeparated. 

Another thing I would have conſidered is, that though all this were 
granted to him; To wit, That by conſent and cuſtom the Biſhop 
ſhould ordain, and no Ordination be without him; It doth not prove 
his Deſign, That this is a Divine Inſtitution, or that it is ſo neceilary, 
as, that without it all ordination is null. What it Presbyterians ſhould a- 

. gree that no Ordination ſhould be without their Moderator's? -Or, that 
he ſhould lay on hands in the Name of the reſt ? Would that inferr it 
were their Judgement, he only had by Divine Inſtitution the * of 

: | AIG 


—— 


| | ( 49 ) | | 
Ordination, and the want of his . nullifie the Miniftry 
of the Perſon ordained without him. | 


"'$ 6. But I proceed. He doth $ 8. come to the Scriptures of the New obj. from 


Seriptxre 
anſ were. 


Teſtament. He faith, In them we find ne Commiſſion granted, no 
Orders conferred, but by theſe who had Epiſcopal Authority, either 
formally or eminently. . 

In this. 5. there are ſome Things worthy to be obſerved, which he 
granteth: Such as, 1/7. Tbe Commiſſions given by our LORD to the 
Twelve, Matth, ro. and to the 70. Luke 10. were but Temporary, nei- 


ther did they Conſtitute thoſe who got them, Governours of the Chriſti« 


an Church : So that from theſe there can no Argument be drawn for 
Prelacy. He addeth, The Chriſtian Church was not founded till 
after our LORD roſe from the Dead: It was after his Reſurrection, 
Fhat he ave the Eleven their Commiſſions to be the Supreme Gover- 
nours of his viſible Church, Fo. 20. 21. | 

But then he tells us 8 9. the Apoſiles thus inveſted with Epiſcopal 
Power, ordained the ſeven Deacons, As 6. 6. I am loath to contra- 
vert about Words, unleſs Men by the uſe of them endeavour to build 
their erroneous Poſitions: And therefore 1ft. I may juſtly queſtion 
that the Apoſtles were inveſted with Epiſcopal Power, ſeing there was 


none ſuch inſtituted or to be inſtituted in the Church; Tho I acknow- 


ledge, they had a Supreme Power, both to inſtitute Offices, and to 
Eovern ordinary Officers in the Church. 20, I fay, as Apoſtles, they 


did both inſtitute the Office, and ordain the Deacons, Act, 6, I hope 


they will not ſay, that Biſhops have Power to inſtitute new Offices in 
the Church. If he ſay, Orders were then conferred by theſe who 
had Epiſcopal Authority, either Formally or Eminently ; I may ſay 
they were conferred by them who had Presbyterial Authority, either 
Formally or Eminently, and therefore I may with far better Ground, 
ſay they were conferred'by them as Presbyters ; But indeed in planting 
of Churches they ated as Apoſtles, I do alſo deny what he aſſerts in 
the laſt line of page 79. That the firſt Presbyters had Epiſcopal Ordina- 
tion, or that the Apoſtles A#s 14. 23. ated as cloathed with Epiſcopal 
Authority; I do alſo deny that Timothy or Titus were fixed Biſhops. 


And he confeſſeth $ 9. Timothy was not ſettled Bilhop at Epheſus, dure- 


ing all the time accounted for in the Book of the Adi. I deny alſo that the 
ſeven Angels were Dioceſian Biſhops, and yet they might be juſtly 
chargeable with Mal-adminiſtration, whether Angel be taken Collec- 
tively for all the Minifters there, or for the Preſes of them, or for the 


Church and Preſes. : ; 1 
He doth page 80, 81, 82, uſe * Shuffling and Shifting, to Bet 
| U 5 


* 


— — ——— 1 


| T7 
rid of, 1 Tim. 4. 14. And takes little notice of what I ſaid page 25. of 
my Vindication. 5 | 
He is not confident that by Presbytery, is underſtood the Office ; But 


ſaith, What if, &c. And being ſenſible that it is very harſh, and impro- 


per to ſay, that an Office ſhould lay on bands, he ſaith the words may be 
read with a Parenthe/is and Hyperbaton, which all Judicious Interpreters 
will grant, is a Liberty in Interpreting, which muſt not be taken 
without Nyceſſity, Nor is it ſuch a Trifle as he calleth it, that in all 
the New Teſtament, it is never uſed for the Office; For though it may 
in ſome other Writers be improperly ſo taken, yet we are to heed 
chiefly how the Spirit of GOD uſeth it in Scripture. And there it is 
ſtill uſed, for a Senat f Elders, tho not always, for Chriſtian Elders. 

But S rr, 12. He faith making the Suppoſicion that Presbytry ſignified 
a Senat of Presbyters, yet it was not of Ordinary Presbyters, as Chryſoſtoms 
and ſome Greek Fathers think they were Biſhops: That they wereScripture 
Bithops I grant, but not Dijoceſian; As to Cbryſeſtum's Authority, I may 
oppoſe many both Antient and Modern. | 

Object. 1ſt; But Timothy was a Biſhop. Anſwer, That is denyed, and 
the thing in Queſtion, 


Object. 2d. But you ſay he was an Evangeliſt, Anſwer, That might 


be after this, or without Ordination, or by Paul, 2 Tim. 1. 6. 

0j. 281 2. Paul concurred 1 Tim. 1. 6. Ergo it was not purely presbyteri- 
al Ordination; An. Whether it was ſo or not, * it ſeemeth by the 
Context, that 2 Tim. 1. 6. is to be underſtood of the gifts of the holy 


-.Ghoſt after Baptiſm, being joy ned v. 5th. with Faith, and v. 75, with a 


is eaſily anſwered. 


ſpirit of Love and of a ſound Mind, and if ſo, his Obſervation of 4a and, H 

By this it is evident, others have power to ordain Presbyters, beſide 
BoÞops : But where is it ſaid, that none elſe, or not without them ? 

$7. And now I hope it is evident, there is no ground for his fo fre- 
quent and confident boaſting, $ 27. to 31, that proper Epiſcopacy, was 
thie Government inſtituted by the Apofles. Nor of talking ſo much of the 
Evidence he hath brought for the Apoſtolical Inſtitution of Epiſcepacy, for 
he hath done nothing like it from Scripture. | 


Obj. n $'8. He doth in the next place from p. 38. to p. 98. cite a great num- 
the antient her of the ancient Fathers, as Clemens, Romanus, Hermas, Ignatius, Pelycarp, 


Fathers 
Aaſwered. 


&c.anda great number more. have a great Veneration for the Ancients 
but cannot make them the Foundation, nor their Writings the Rule of my 
Faith; None more confident in their Claim to the Fathers nor more copi- 
ous in Citations, than the Papiſts. And I remember tho our Divines, not 
only anſwer their Citations, and confound them by the Teſtimonies — 
1 . | bo t E | 


+ , ' 
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the Ancients : Yet they fail not to cell their Adverſaries, what the Fa- 
thers themſelves ſay, for Caution, anent this way of arguing, fromthe 
Judgement, and Teſtimony ofthe Ancients. . Such as that of * Cyprian 
Ep. 63. Si Chriſtus ſolus audiendus, &. If Chriſt alone is to be heard, 
© we ought not to heed, what another before us, hath thought ſhould 
ebe done but what he whois before all, hath firſt done: Neither ought 
ye to follow mens Cuſtom, but the truth of God. 
Auguſt. cont, Creſcon. lib. 2. c. 32. Ego hujus Epiſtola authoeritate non tener, 
Se. Jam not bound by the authority of that Epiſtle ; for I de not hold Cy- 
prians Letters as canonical, &c. See what followeth, where Auguſtine ex- 
pteſſeth a great Honour for Cyprian, and yet aſſerts his own Liberty, to 
examine all by the Scriptures, and reject what is not agreeable there= 
to, 
See alſo Auguſt. de Unit, Eceleſ. c. 16. 

It it well obſerved by the learned Dr. Stillingfleet, Freni. page 237, 238. 
That nothing hath been a more fruieful Mother of Miſtakes and Errors, 
then the looking upon the practice of the Primitive Church, through the - 
glaſs of our own Cuſtomes. Eſpecially when under the ſame Name, as 
it is very often ſeen, ſomething far different from what was primarly 
intended, by the uſe of the Word, is ſet forth to us and he in- 
ſtanceth in Contraverſies betwixt us and the Papiſts, Ie miſs ef,&c. And 

in the Buſineſs we are upon, pag. 234. the arguing for the Modern Epii- 
copacy, from the uſe of the Word π lin, in Scripture, I add, or in the 
Antient Writers. | 3 35 

And I am perſwaded, our Author is not ignorant, that ſome give the 

name of Apeſtolical to Traditions, Conſtitutions, Canons, which were not 
inſtituted or delivered by the Apoſtles. See Stillingfleet Jren. p. 266. &c. 


2 And of the incompetency of the Teſtimony of Antiquity for deciding 
this Controverſy, I referr to the Learned Stillingfleet Iren 244, C. who 
E endeavoureth from p. 299, &c. to make theſe three things evident. r. 
. © That perſonal Succeſſion might he without ſuch Superiority or Order. 
0 72. That the Names of Biſhops and Presbyters were common, after the 
r Diſtinction betwixt them was introduced: And 34h. That the Church 
ä did not own Epiſcopacy, as a Divine Inſtitution, but Eccleſiaſtical, and 
. * theſe who ſeem to ſpeak moſt of it, do mean no more. 
p, I refer to that Learned Author, becauſe J have neither time, nor lea» 
8, ſure to treat of theſe things at length; beſides that, it were a digreſſing 
y from the Queſtion in hand, which as I have oft told him, and at length 
i⸗ in my Vindication, p. 23. ( which I ſhall tranfcribe ) That I would 
ot not digreſs to the Controverſy about Prelacy, and the Original, and 
of © Inſtitution thereof. Nor enter the debate anent the Antiquity of 


ne Prelacy 


(52) 


e yrelacy: For I readily yield there hath been a very anclent uſe of ſome 


kind of Epiſcopacy in the Church» tho far different from that it hath 


© been in after times: But as it hath not been ſo from the. Beginning, 


ſoit will not eaſily be proved, that our Modern Prelacy was of univer- 


ſal uſe, at all times, and in all places of the Church; or that in any Age, 


far leſs that for 1500 years, it was believed and received univerſally, 


that the Superiority ofthe Biſhop above Presbyters was of Divine Inſti» 
tution, as a diſtin Order and Office of the Church. 

But I will not digreſs to that Debate, it is not the Inſtitution but the 
Neceſſity, and ſuch a Neceſſity as Nullifieth the Churches and Miniſtry 
and Ordinances diſpenſed by them who want it, about which our pre- 
ſent Queſtion is. Yet notwithſtanding of this fair Warning, our Au- 
thor doth not notice this, but doth digreſs to treat of the Antiquity of 
Prelacy. But to what purpoſe is this? Can he ſay more than the. lear- 
ned Saravia, Bilſan, Hall, Andrews, Downham, Tayler, Hamond,&c. have 
ſaid ? Nor think I my ſelf able to ſay more than Bez, Bucer, Jacob, Cal. 


" derwood, Parker, Baynes, Salmaſius, Blonddl, beſide many later Writers, as 


Smeftymnus, and Fu: Divinum Mini ſterii have ſaid. 
To what purpoſe then is it to fill Pages and Margines with Citations, 


which concern not the Queſtion in debates This may make a ſhew, 


His Ar gu* 
went from 
commin 
Senſe An. 
ſwered- 


but will not prove us learned Men. Thomſon de Interci/, . gratiæ, citeth 
many Fathers, and yet one told him, he never touched one of them; the 
like is reported of the Jeſuit Campian, for all his boaſting of the Fathers, 
I remember Biſhop Land in his Confer. page 88. calls Breerly the Store- 
houſe for all Prieſts that -will be idle, and yet ſeem well read ; And 
there want not ſuch for other Controverſies. 
Finally, Were it not a Digreſſion, it were eaſie to ſhew. 1. That 
the Genuinneſs of ſome of the Writings cited have been queſtioned. 
2. That from ſome of them, arguments have been brought againſt his 
Opinion. z. Some of them ſpeak only of Parochial Biſhops ; not Dio- 
ceſian. 4. None of them ſpeak againſt Presbyters power of Ordination. 
$5, None of them ſpeak to the Queſtion in debate, betwixt him and me, 
or aſſert ſuch a Neceſſity of Prelatical Ordination, as nullifieth the Mis 
niſtry, and all the Ordinances diſpenſed by them who want ic. Which 
was that he ſhould prove. 8 REES 

9. Ins 31. After he had confidently, though without ground, aſ- 
ſerted, that his reaſoning for the Apoſtolical Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy was 
valid and concludent; he inferreth, If ſo, Common Senſe cannot but 
yield, at theſe Biſhops who were ſet over particular Churches, had unque#i-. 


onably this prerogative, that 0 Ordinatien could be performed without them: 
But I deny both the Poſition, and Inference: I deny that Prelacy was 
© þ | an 


3 5 (53) 
an ApoFiolicel In{titution; and tho it had been, ie doth not follow, unleſs 


© dependently on the Supreme. 


 afticelExnons, I did yield page 25. that Presbyters were by divers Canons 


— — 


otherwiſe proved, that Ordination was their Prerogative ſo as no 
Ordination could be performed without them. The Provoſt of this 
City hath che chief place, and power in the Government, but it doth 
not follow, that nothing canbe done in Council without him, 

But he talks of nothing leſs than Demonftration for it; and 1 never 
kgew any talk at a higher rate; notbing more demonſtrable from the com- 
mon prinliples of Government, andheChallengeth me that Lintirely neglected 
his Demonſtration; Let us hear it now, when he repeateth it. I argue 
(faith he) to this purpoſe, how can any Government be orderly dis 
*peſted ? How can Peace and Unity be preſerved ? How can Con- 
"fuſions | perpetual Confuſions, Concuſſions and Convulſions] be pre- 
* vented or avoided in a Society, where ſubordinate Governours may 
* preſume, to grant Commiſſions to others, to act as Governours, in- 


'This is that which he calls his 3 expreſſed in ſome 
Queries, which may receive an eaſie Anſwer; For that 1. They pre- 
ſuppoſe, that the Biſhop is ſupreme Governor over Presbyters, which 
I deny ; eſpecially that he hath fuch a Supremacy, as a Majeſty and 
Soveraignty, as his Friend talketh in vindication of cyprianick Princi- 
ples, cap. 6.4 48, Oc. | | 

2. There may be Commiſſions given by SubordinateeGovernours, 
without the concurrence of the Supreme, which is the Queſtion, with- 
out any confuſion or breach of Unity or Peace; ſo by the Senate with- 
out the preſence of ihe Conſul, Preſes, or Provoft; ſo may it be, where 
there is an Epiſcopus Preſes without the Soveraignty of the Epiſcopus 
Preſul. | 
3. It would be remembred, that the LORD JESUS CHRIST is the 
Supreme and Soveraign LORD, who doth Authoritatively give the 
Commiſſion, and the Ordainers do but Miniſterially deliver the Com- 
miſſion, and ſolemnly inveſt with the Power and office in his Name; 
{o that his Similitude of Supreme and Soveraign Power, deth not here 
hold. WH: EE 

$ 9. Oar Author might ſpared his labour in citing ſo many Canons, as A 
he doth from $ 37. Page 98. to 5 44. page lor, If he had conſidered core 
what I told him, Vind. page 27. That there is a differense betwixt Ne- Councils 
ceſſity and regular Validity, and betwixt Divine Inſlitut ion and Eccleſis ., 


not to Ordain without the Biſhop; but theſe were made divers Ages 
after the Ap:files, and by Synods of Biſhops enlarging their power ; 
And page 36, I ſhewed out of che 8 Dr. Field hib. 3. cap. 39. Fo 


—— 
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the chureb, © That there was no denyal of the power of Presbyters, 
* but a Limitation of the Uſe, and Exerciſe thereof; for Orders fake, 
* and the preſervation of Peace; and page 158. be ſeith, As to what 
may be alledged out of the Fathers, for making ſuch Ordinances void 
© and null, it is to be underſtood according to the ſtrictneſs of the Canons, 
*inule in their time, and not abſolutely. in the nature of the thing: 
which he ſheweth by Inſtances, in divers other things ( ſee Dr. Fie) | 
and the cited page of my Vindication. 

I might add, there are alſo Cans Reſtraining Bilbops, in their act- 
ing without the bounds of their Diſtricts, declaring what they do in 
ordaining any Biſhops, without the knowldge and conſent of the me. 
trepolitan, void and null. See Canon 6. Cencil, Nicen. and that reckoned 
among the agxaie e and Concil,, Antioch, Can. 9. and yer Ihope . 
our Author will grant, this was not by Divine Inflizntion, or the nature 
of the thing, but by Eccleſiaſtick Canons for Peace and Order. 

- F 11. Our Author iv pleaſed to ſpend ; intire pages from page 101. 
Avent the to Page 106. or 107. tO little purpoſe, in a large account of a known 
Ordina:ion Story, often Objected and as often Anſwered, anent ehr, his Or- 
F Iſchy- dination declared null, becauſe ordained by Collutbus, who was but a 
525. Presbyter, and no Biſhop: of which Blondel treats alſo at large, from 
page 317. of his Apology, and briefly from him, Dr. Stillingflet Iren. page 
281. and Js divinum Miniſterii, in the Appendix page 143. Briefly, 
it is evident, all this was done, not becauſe againſt the Canons of the 
Scripture, but the Canons of the Church ; And it doth not prove, that 
they looked on the power of Ordination, as belonging of Divine Right 
only to Biſhops. 2. Tho Iſcbyras had been ordained by a Biſhop, as 
ſome think, not only. Collut hus did make ſhew. of, but is ſuppoſed to 
have been ordained by Meletius ; yet there were Circumſtances enough, 
to induce the Council to declare it null. 1. As done out of the Dio. 
cels, in which coſe Ordination is nulled by Concil. Arel. can. 13. 
2. As done fine Titulo, and ſo nulled by the Canons; fee Blondel page 
324. giving more Reaſons of this kind, and other inſtances of Canoni- 
cal Reſtraints, of things prohibited by no Law. And that Iſchyras had 
but only feigned himſelf to be Ordained, and not acknowledged by 
any as ſuch. 
$ 12, Our Author brings a ſecond Inſtance page 10. 'S $5. concern- 
of Maxi® ing Maximus the Cynick, whom the ſecond General Council at Con- 
uw ftintinople, Anno 381. decreed that he neither is, nor was a Biſhop, and 
Tnick. that all done by him, was void & null; this as the former, being objected 
by the Eearned Biſhop Bln, is Anſwered by Blonde! Apolog. page 
330, &c, and Page 336. he ſheweth, how many ways Maximus Conle- 
7 . | | Cration 


5 


ter, and that the Conſtantingpo 


N 34, &c. That I have named —_ duguſtine, and Ferome, three Ambroſe, 
great Mer of the fourth Century, as 


our Author, tranſlateth in Ferom's Teſtimony, in his Comment. on Tit. 


quam diſpoſitionis Dominic veritate Presbyteris eße majores. 5 


that the Alexandrian Presbyters chooſed, nor 0rdained their Biſhops during 


SE | 8 
cration was null; and page 3 755 That he was never ordained a Presby- 
ian Syned did not determine whether Pref= 
by ters lawfully Ordained, might Ordain. And yet tho it had been, 
it proves only Eccleſiaſtical Cuſtom, not the Authority of Divine Diſpe- 


ion. 
This may alſo ſerve to Anſwer his following Inſtanees in 8 56. 57. 
particularly, that of the ſecond Council of H f s, which I ſuppoſe 
to any who conſiders the Matter, will be judged of little weight, See 
of this Blondel Apolog. page 376, &c, 

$ 13. Ere Leave this purpoſe, that I may omit nothig, which may Anent my 
ſeem to have weight; I fhall give you account how he ſaith page 95. citing of 


epoſing for me, and he hath ſome — 41 
Avimadverſions there upon $ 34. 35, 36. anent Jerome, and $ 54. anent Jerome. 
Awbroſe and Auguſtine, | 

The occaſion of my citing theſe Authors page 25. Vind. was, to prove, 
That Ordinatioh may be done by Presbyters, where there is no Bi- 
hop. And that this had been done in the Primitive Church, was the 
Judgement both of Doctor Forbes and Biſhop Uſher, and both of them 
prove it by Ferom's Teſtimony, Epiſ: 85. ad Evagrium, concerning the 
practice of the Presbyters of Alexandria. Now, tho he ſpend three 
pages on this, the Sum of all he ſaich is, That in Jerom's time Biſhops 
* uſed to ordaim; And no Man denyeth it. But I muſt complain that 


I, 5. Eccleſiaſticæ conſuetudinis, Original Conſtiturion, whereas it is Excleſi- 
aftical Cuſtom, luitable to what he after addeth, 1dem eft ergo Presbyter, 
qui ef} Epiſcopus — And again, Nowerint Epiſcopi, ſe magis conſuctudine, 
And I confeſs I admire our Author's confidence$.36. while he aſſerts, 
that from theſe words of Ferom Epiſl. ad Evagrium, It is plain that al- 
© ways ſince the Apoſtles days, Biſhops had been in poſleflion of the 
* power of Ordination: Whereas. there is not one word, thereanent, 
or to that purpole. 


He doth alfa, with, the like confidence ſay, that Ferom, neither ſaith 


that Interval, no ſuch thing 6an be ſqueezed 33 words: . Surely a Man 

who will ſay this, may ſay any thing; Are not his words Pre:byteri, ex - 
ſe electum in excelfrort gradi colloeatum, Epi ſcopum nomivabant, &c. and 
illuſtcates this with the Compariſon of. one chooſing an Induſtrious Per- 
fog of their own Number, and calling him Arch-deacon; And whether 
cat as our.- 


41 
— ** — r 
* 
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our Author's Diſcourſe about that Similitude, be more for him or a- 
gainſt him, I ſhall leave it to the Reader to judge. 3 

He ſaith but little 8 54. as to the Citations out of the Comment in 
Epif: ad Epheſ: Cap. 4. Which, tho among Ambreſe Works, yet is by 
diverſe Criticks judged to be the Work of Hilarius Sardus, whom, tho 
Ferow cenſure, yet Auguſtine ſpeaketh of him with Honour. I ac- 
knowledge atfo, that ſome think Hilarius the Author of the Queſtions 
on the Old and New Teſtaments, who lived alſo in the Fourth Cen- 
turie: Our Author ſhuns to determine what is intended by the words 
Conſignant and Conſecrant. But ſure it was ſomething, which by Church 
Cuſteme the Biſhops claimed, and his Reaſons, that it could not be 
meant of Ordination, are of no weight, for tho the Words relate to 
Alexandria and Ægypt, that Buſtle anent Cellurbus and 1/chyras, as I have 
ſhewed, prove only, that by Canons and Church Cuſtom, ſuch Ordi- 
nations were irregular, but contradicts not the Teſtimony, that where 
there is no Biſhop, it may be done by Presbyters. | 


pralto $ 14. In the 5 58. he faith, I did more than once affirm, © That he 
Readur, © advanced his Poſition with much confidence, page 16. line 22. And 


again, page 22. line ult. That it hath no Ground from Scripture, or 
© Reaſon, and that it was never univerſally received by the Church: 
And he addeth, I am now fatisfied that it be tryed, whether you or 
I had leaſt Ground for our confidence. I ſhall only, firſt mind him, 
that the Poſition I oppoſed, and of which I ſo ſpoke, or wrote, as I 
told p. 16. J. 15, 16. was, © That there is no ſuch a neceſſity of Epiſ- 
© copal Ordination, as nullifieth the Miniſtry, and all the Ordinances 
_ © diſpenſed by them who want it. So page 22. JI. penult. And now I am 
content, it be tryed, whether he had leaft Ground, in aſſerting this, 
To be a folid Principle, and a Rule founded on Reaſon, and univer- 
© fally received by the Catholick Church? Or I, who ſaid, page 23. 
line 2. That it hath no Ground from Scripcure, or Reaſon, nor was 
it ever univerſally received by the Catholick Church. And that I am 
not Singular in this Opinion, I ſhall produce two Youcbers friendly enough 
to Prelacy, whoſe Teſtimony, becauſe our Auchor hath not named 
them, I ſhall repeat chem, as I ſet them down in my Vind: page 25. line 
37. Et Sequen, The ficft, is of Doctor Fobn Forbes, Iren. page 178, whole 
words are, Ex his evidenter ſequitur, &c, © From theſe things it evi- 
* dently followeth, that the Ordination, which is performed by Pres- 
© byters alone, is not invalid by Divine Right, nor is Ordination by 
Divine Right, ſo proper to Biſhops, that it cannot be validly per form- 
© ed by Pcesbyters only. And page 180, he hath theſe words, At vero 
Lelſum eft, &c. © But it is falſe, and ſaid without Ground, nor can it de 
"48 | proven 


Preibyters; which if ye will believe him 
tion: "Bat we mult try his proofs. I told him he ſuppoſeth the thing 


Fur "tors that Nenn 8 
eee iſt f pn | 


„ proven that Chriſt hath RF. con Bip or 


© nifters of the Greater or Superior Ordem. 


1 bone be Mi- 
ed Doctor 


Field, B. 3u. of the Church, C. 34. and B. 45 275 _ $6. al 
eres the fame, and e che like te ee re 
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4 Some Animadverfins o on the Fourth 


LETTER 


$r. 1 Proceed, to conſider what he offers, in that he calls his Fourth Of eh a 
Letter ; where puge 110, 8 2. Ie proceedeth , to vindi- r f 
cat that whi b he calls his 4th Propofition, which, he Gaith, was, bet Preriycers; 


the Power of a Presbyter, is eaſily diſinguiſhable from the 20wer of Ordeining 
Lf 17 i oy. yn nn proven to a Dewenftrg- 


in Queftion ; viz. That a Prezbyter hath only a power r Preath and A- 
niſtrat Sacraments, batt not a power to Ordain. He faith; 1 des! net fairh, in 
leaving out his che.) But 1. thotld he not told us, what he meant by the 
power f Presbyrer, diſtinguiſhed from the power of Ordaining. 2ds. He 
hath no C &c- ) added to the Propoſition I challenge, only fome Lines 
after, he ſaith in * of that he calls his 5th Peſteion, that ſimple Pre ſ. 
byters never got more, 7 an the power of Pieſbyters, that is'.phe\ power of a- 
miniſtring anne 2 here le addech = Cc.) but this is ſo 
dark . doubtful, hat he may ſay, die means what he will un- 
der it; He tells us indeed — b can allow Presbyters, io dv many thin N 
beſide Preaching and Adminiftring the Sacraments ; but what theſe are, 
doth not tell us, only be is eka to add a proviſion, ene (Laich 
the ) all be done in depemdance on the Biſhop. | 
But let his (&c.) be added, I Rage bels the thing i in Queſtion: 
He faith, be ſyppoſeth nibelfling his purpoſe was to prove 'that 
* Powers ſo very Mane a1 0 their Nature, were actually ſe pa- 
obs, But r. That is the Do n of his #6 Propoſition, not of his 
b. ven then he ſuppoſtd chey were diftinguiſbable; in their na- 
elt and 1 told bim, r 
e; An A a rants all 
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e ſaith of 1 Tim, 4, 14. hath boen gopſidered formerly, F. The Queſtion 


- 
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I told him alſo, that his Similitudes (which were, that one may 

© have the power of a Sheriff or a Lord of Seſſion, or a Captain, with- 
out the power of communicating ſuch powers to others) do not qua- 


drat ; for it is not pretended, that it is in the power of Sheriffs, &c, to 
ordain other Sheriffs, c. To which he replyeth, what then ? Is bare 
pretence enough to make 4 good Title, &c, No it is not, but tho Pretence 
to power, is not enough to prove Right, yet where the Queſtion is, whe- 
ther the Office of a Presbyter gave Right to ordain other Presbyters, 


the pretence that it doth, is enough to ſhew that there is a differenee, 


and the caſe is not the like, and the fame, with theſe who never pre- 
tended it, nor any did ever queſtion it. Beſides we all know, the 
power of a Sheriff, Ge. as contradiffinguiſhed from che power of or- 
daining others; but he hath never yet given to us a clear Idea, or Noti- 
on of the power of a Presbyter, as diſtinct, from the power of Ordain- 


* 1 oY % 


ing: 


I I confeſs, our Lord Jeſus might by his Inſtitution, ſeparated all theſł 


powers, which we now plead. belong to the Office of a Presbyter ; Hg 


might, if he had pleaſed, given to one the power of Preaching, to ano- 


ther the power of Baptizing, to another the power of Church Cenſures, 
and to another, the power of Ordaining others. But we plead, that when 


* he inſtituted the Office of Preibyter, he gave to each ſuch, © Right and 


C power to exerce all theſe Acts, to Preach, Ba ptize, Cenſure, Ordain. 
Tho ſome alone, ſome in Society; Now though each of theſe Acts, are 
diſtinguiſhable, yet the power to exerce them, is no otherways diſtine 
2uiſhed from the power of a Presbyter, than a part from the whole. 

Hle ſaith 5 3. page 111. In that which he called his #fr& propoſition, 
c that theſe. powers were always actually ſeparated. And he faith, 


pres by ters at the Reformation got no more, than the power of ſimple 


© Presbyters, and ſo could exerce no more: And fo could not Ordain, 
jf they got not the power to Ordain. Here it is obſervable, x. 


The Tendency of all theſe Reaſonings, is to aſcribe the /o/e power of 
Ordination to the Bio. 2. They ſtill ſuppoſe, the Diſtinction of the 


power ofa Preslyter, from the power of Ordaining, which is the _ 
| | 


in Queſtion. z. I told him this is the popiſh Argument againſt the ca 


of our Reformers. He faith that is but a popular Scarcrow, . But it is an 
undenyable Truth, in matter of Fact; and I think, ſhout make them 
who uſe it confider what they do, ſeing this is not uſed by Prelatifts a- 
gainſt Prezbyterians, but Papiſts againſt Protefants, And 4. We plead the 
power of Ordaining, is one part of the Preibyters power, and that b) 

Divine Inſtitution; and therefore. men cannot deprive them of it : What 


> - 


_who'givechie; ths Ocdainers de and den he Man, and derte 


%. 
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is not what they who ordained gave, or intended to give to Presbyters 

at the Reformation, but what the Lord Jeſus gave by his Inſtitution, 
$ 2. But he ſaith in 5 4. in that he calls his 6. Propoſition: That it 

* ſignifieth nothing to ſay. theſe powers were conjoyned by Divine In- 

© ſtiturion 3 For that x. There can no ſuch Divine Inſtitution be pro- 


duced; Whereas on the contrary, we ſay, that whatever Inſtitution 
is, for Ordination, by ordinary Officers in the church, is to Seripture 


Biſhops and Presbyters, which in Scripture are one and the ſame: For as 
to theſe ſimple Presbyters, he talks of, when he giveth to us his Neticn of 


them, I apprehend they will be found Strangers to the Scriptures. 


But he hath a ſecond Reaſon in that ſame 5 and page, That ſup- 
© poſing there were ſuch an Inſtitution, yet men may ſo ſwerve from 
© Divine Inſtitution, as to confer the ene without the other. then 
© thoſe who receive but the one, could not exerciſe the other, 

To this I Replyed page 28. of my Vindication ; 1, That if the power 
of a Presbjter includeth the power of Ordaining, as I have oft told him 
We believe it doth ; then the Ordainers can not confer the power of a 
Presbyter, without the power of Ordaining, I did 2. adde, That what 
God hath conjoyned, none may ſeparate. And of this he ſaith page 111. $4. - 
It is one of the moſt ſurprifing Paradoxes in all my Book. He grants what 


GOD hath conjoy ned, no man can lawfully ſeparate. But as to actual 


ſeparation he is at great painsto prove, that what GOD hath conjoyn- 


ed by Command, may be actually ſeparated ; I grant that of Doctrines 


to be believed, or Duties to be praiſed, often one is believed and 
practiſed, and another rejected and neglected, which is the Sum of all 
his Inſtances ; But theſe come not up to the caſe in hand, 
I do not ſpeak of things phyſical locally ſeparate, as Bread and 
Wine, in the LORDS Supper, but of confering an Office, which is a 
Right and Power to do ſuch or ſuch things. And I did adde in the - 
place cited, page 28. of my Vindication, That the Intention of the Or- 
dainer, cannot mutilat the Office or Power which GOD hath annexed - 


to it; and tho he who ordaineth, ſhould intend only to confer the 


power of Preaching, .and-Miniſtrating the Sacraments, and that thefe 


ſhould have no power to Ordain, his Intention can not hinder from 


that power,—and a little after, the perſon Ordained hath his power 
from GOD mediately, by vertue of his Commiſſion to Presbyters in the 
Scripture, tho the Ordainer in his Intention perverſly divide the power, 


and parts of the Oifice of a Presbyter, And indeed all that they can 
do is to Deſign it, but cannot effectually divide the power ; for it is not 


the Ordainer who giveth the power, it is GOD, by his Commiſſion, 


4 ahi wil 


— 


1 6! ROD 
Will of GOD, and Sblemnly inveſt with the Office ànd power, but 
they do not give it; and therefore, V God bath jeyned and gi verb 
in bis Commiſſien, they can not ſebarate, or wit bboli a pert of what God giveth, 
ut their pleaſure. Men — intend and declare their Deſign, to give 
no power to ordain : But if Men be ordained to an Office, to which 
0d hath given power to ſuch Acts, they have Commiſſion from 

OD to Exerce all theſe, and no man can ſeparate what GOD hath 
joyned in his Commiſſion, nor confer the one without the other; for 
they do not properly give the power to the one, or the other. 

I ſball not inſiſt on his ſcarce civil Language, $ 5. of my Tagging at his 
sth Propoſition, and ſconrging the Intention of the Ordainers x But I muſt 
take notice of his Complaint there, that I ſhonld ſay in my Vind. page 

28. line 22. That he hath a Parodoxal Principle about it, and that: I 
* ſet it down in different Characters, as I were preciſely givinghis words. 
I did not ſay they were his words. And I thought it had been free to 
a Writer to ſet down any remarkable purpoſe in different Characters. 
acknowledge theſe are not his formal words, nor do I remember he 
uſeth the word Intention; yet I do not uſe in this any ſhameleſs Tricky, 
as in his courteous Dialect he calleth it; for I ſtill think, that is the 
purport, yea the great medium of his Reafoning, which I judge a para: 
doxal principle. It is no matter whether the Intention be declared ar 
concealed, as that of the Papiſts. That which our Author faith was, 
© That ſuppoſing there was ſuch an Inſtitution, by which bôth powers 
were conjoyned, that it is not impoſſible, men may fo ſwerve from 
© the Divine Inſtitution, as to ſeparate them, and confer the one wich- 
out the other. The Queſtion then is, ſuppoſing GOD hath conjoyn- 
ed both powers in his Commiſſion to Presbyters, whether the Ordainer 
When he declareth, that tho he deſign to confer the Office of a Pref 
byter, yet he doth not deſign, intend or purpoſe to confer the power 
of ordaining Presbyters ; GOD'S Commiſſion, and the Ordination to 
the Office, ſhall have effect as to the one, and not to the other? be- 
cauſe the Ordainer had no intention, and purpoſe, or will, to confer 
it? It this be not to Suſpend the Effect of GOD'S Inftitution, Com- 
Miſſion, and Ordination, on the Intention, Purpoſe, and Will of the 
Ordainer, I know not whatitis. I did not ſay, This is the ſame with 
the Papiſts Doctrine anent the % MN the Efficacy of the Sacra- 
ments on the Intention of the Prieſt, but chat it is very like it. 
What he ſaith page 102. in the three laſt lines, and beginning of page 


103, is but a bragging of what he had done without ground. 
1. F 34. Had he obſerred what T cold hiin, Fan, page 28, hp tight 
Tpafel the teptating 8 6. that which he calls his 77% Pl Af. Viz, Iba nite 
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tber the Civil Magiſtrate, nor people can Ordain, For I told him; Ws 


he meaneth what I adde, viz. ** It will not be eaſie to prove, that the 


ceſſity of Ordination, I ſhall not inſiſt on it further at this time. As for 


S. 46h. In his 8th, $ he faith, He will come to conſider my Objecti- 


by his Scheme, for I made no objections againſt a Scheme in Ge- 


— rr. 


- : Oy weceſſi:y f 
way of arguing againſt Reformed Churches, 2. That it is a Novel O- . Ii 
| Pinion, taken up by ſome few of late, contrair to the current Opinion 0rdine:ins 


Arguing againſt Reformed Churches; theſe are the great Prejudices CY 


k 


aſſert no ſuch thing. He ſaith That my Anſwer is amazing, 1 ſuppoſe 


Election of the people, with the conſent of the Magiſtrat, inay not 
* evidence a mans Miſſion, in a caſe of Neceſſity, without Prelatical | 
Ordination. And then he asks me, Can you prove that GOD hath 
impowered either the people, or the Magiſtrate, to give ſuch Com- 
* miffions, c. But it may be more Amazing, that our Author doth 
not advert, there is a great difference betwixt granting Commiſlion, 
and giving evidence that GOD giveth Commiſſion. I did not ſay that 
either the people or Magiſtrate gave the Commiſſion; But that it will 
not be eafie to prove, that the Election of the people, and Conſent of 
the Magiſtrate, may not give evidence of a mans Miſfion in a caſe of 
Neceflity, without Prelatical Ordination; and he never undertakes to 
prove the contrary. This is neither Independency nor Eraſtianiſm, 
nor inconſiſtent with the Divine Inſtitution of Presbytry, or the Prin- 
ciples of the Catholick Church, as he aſſerteth. g 


But ſeing this may Recurre afterward, when we diſcourſe of the Nez 


what he faith in that he calls his 8th prop. 5 7. being but his repeated 
Accuſation, of che Presby terial Ordination in Scotland, as Schiſmatical, 
being in contempt of, and oppoſition to Biſhops, I have Anſwered it 


1 and deny both the Accuſation and the validity of the proof 
ol it. 


Ons againſt his Scheme, in general; I know not what he meaneth 


neral, I did mind him, that the thing about which our Queſtion was, 
and that which I oppoſed was, his Aſſerting the Neceſſity of Ordina- 
tion by a Prelat, Superiour in Office and Order to a Presbyter, and h 
that ſuch a Neceſſity as Nullifieth the Miniſtry, and all the Ordinances _ Mi 


diſpenſed by ſuch who want it. And of this I ſaid, Iſhould endeavour 42: * | 
briefly to ſhew ; - x. That this is the Papiſts Engine, and Topick, and „ 


of Reformed Divines. 3. That it is hurtful and pernicious in its Con- indicated, 
ſequences. And 4. Without ground. Now let us ſee what Anſwer 
he giveth to theſe. . | = 

$ 5. He repreſents in $ 9. the firſt, that I ſay, Ie is popiſ. But that - — | 
which I ſaid, was, That it is the Papiſts Engine, Topick, and way of pin wen 


againſt 
they inſiſt upon, goncerning the Call, Ordination and Succeſſion of Reformed Wl 
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Miniſters ; Can he deny this? I told him it is often repeated and Re- 
ſuted by Reformed Divines ; particularly by Veet ius in his Deſperata 
tau ſa rapatus, and Claud. in his defence of the Reformation, and Field of 
the. Chereh, Lib, 3. chap. 39. Why doth he not take notice of, and An- 
ſwer theſe? But with his wonted Confidence aſſerteth, He hath ad- 
* vanced nothing, but what he hath proven to he the univerſally re- 
© ceived Dodtriae of the Catholick Church, in the firſt and pureſt Ages, 
© many Ages before Popery was hatched, We have ſeen the weakneſs . 
of his proofs; But hereby he juſtifieth theſe Reaſonings of the Popiſh 
Doctors, againſt Reformed Churches,—But I-wiſh ere he had done 
this with ſo much confidence, he had conſidered and Anſwered, what 
Reformed Divines Reply ; and particularly theſe three I cited. 

But——— next he retorts; becauſe I had ſaid page 25. line 36. that 
Popiſh Schoolmen, both Divities and Canoniſts were againſt him. I did 
not ſay 40, nor ſpake indefinitely ; But ſaid, It were eaſie to ſhew both 
from the Epiſcopal Divines, and Popiſh School-men, Divines, and 

Canoniſts; that Biſhops, and Presbyters are not diſtinct Orders, and 

Officers, &. And is it not ordinar in our. Reaſoning againſt the 

Papiſts, to ſhew, how ſome of their own Writers contradict. them? 

I did not fay, that ſuch or fach an Opinion was Popiſh, or that he 
was Popiſh who maintained it, as he repreſents it in his arguing, page 
114. and 115. $9, While he faith if this be a good way of Reaſoning, I 
muſt be Socinian, Arminian, Independent, Erafiien and Popiſh too; ſeing 
theſe hold ſome of the Propoſitions I aſſert. But as I acknowledge, 
1. This were not a good way of Reaſoning, for that the worſt of theſe 
even Secinians and Papifts, do own fome of the Truths we own. 2. I 
deny that any of the Propoſitions I advanced, were either Socinian or 
Popifſh, &c. or noted as ſuch, and wppoſed by our Reformed Di- 
| vines, | 1 
| What was ? 6. As for what he faith, of the Divine Right of Epiſcopacy (a- 
| —— ©; nent which I have oft told him, is not our preſent Queſtion ) its being 
Trent Oppoſed in the Councel of Trent, by the Pope and his Partiſans; he 
| even; Bi. knoweth very well, that the Queſtion there agitated, was not anent 
| #77, the Superiority of Biſhops over Presbyters, which is our Queſtion, But 

whether Biſhops be immediatly Inſtituted by Chriſt, or by. the Pope 
ſee Soave bift. of the Councel of Trent, from page 595. And page 599. Friar 

Simon argueth, that the Degree of a Biſhop is Jure Divino, but every par- 

ticular Biſhop jure Pontificio.: It is alſo obſervable, that the great Topick 

whereby the Spaniſh Biſhops urged the Deciſion of that Queſtion, was; 
becauſe it was oppoſed by the Hereticks ( as they called the Proteſtants) 


* 5 See 


——— 
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7. Thet If the power of Biſhops it weakned, 


Judge whether it be more probable, theſe knew better, what was uni- 
verſally received by the Catholick Church, or. our Author? Nor did 1 


And he ſpends 5 12 in vindicating himſelf from ſuch Folly and Vanity, 


as to put himſelf in the Ballance with them, or any man. My words 


were; And when -we lay their Authority and Reaſon! in the hal- 
Jance with his bare and bold Aſſertion, which of the Scales bath moſt weight 
in them, This was a Phraſe borrowed from himſelf, and I did not only 
compare perſon, with perſon, but their Authority and Reaſens, with his 


bare and bold Aſertien. | | © | 
I added 2. in oppoſition to his confident Aſſertion, that his Opinion 


anent the foreſaid Neceſſity, &c. was ſo far from being univerſally re- 
ceived, that not one Church can be alledged, aſlerting it in Terminis, for 


1 500 years. Of this he taketh notice 16. page r 20, and faith, he thinks 


he hath proved it, and after hearing his proofs, I. aſſert the contrary, 


and leave it to the Reader to judge, for he never ſo much eſſayed to 


But 2. He addeth, tho he had not, ſuch argying is trifling.: For 
that there are diverſe Docttines of Faith, which are not found in term. 


prove it in terminis. 0 | 


nis, in all the Scriptures, yet we do not reject them. Te is true, becauſe 
they are in the Scriptures, in equivalent termss, or deducible by neceſ- 
fary Conſequence. But when it was aflerted ſo confidently, and ſo of. 


ten. that it was ſo univerſally received, and ſo notoriouſly the Doctrine 


of the Church in all Ages, might I not be allowed to offer, that no one 
Church for 1500 years ever aſſerted ſuch a Poſition, without the Cen- 
ſure of Triffling : But now I aſſert he cannot alledge one Chuch aſſert. 
ing ſuch a Neceſſity of Ordination by Prelats, either by expreſs, or egui- 
valent terms, ; | 

'$8.I did alſo in myVimdic.page 17. for proof that his Aﬀertion is Nowell, 


- contrary to the current Opinion of Reformed Divines. TI did add, 1. 


That for ought I know there is not ſo much as any one reformed Divine 
in any of the Forraign Churches, who was or isfor ſuch a Neceſſity 


- of Epiſcopal Ordination, this he paſſeth, for he canenot deny it. 


The Opini- 

on of the 

Church of 
England, 


But he faith $ 10. page 115. It hath been the conſtant Doctrine 
* of the Church of England, ever ſince her Reformation, and nothing 
© clearer, then this is from her 23d. Article, and the beſt Commenta- 
fry on it her conſtant Practice. There is nothing I admire more, in 
this Author, then his Confidence | Conſtant Doctrine, Nothing Clearer ] 
I did endeavour to obviat this in my Vindication, in theſe words; © FE. 
«ven in the Church of England, where Epiſcopacy is the Eſtabliſhed 
Government, the moſt Learned Men, and who have written moſt 
« Zealouſly, in defence of Epiſcopacy, do peremptorly deny, and op- 
« pole ſuch a Neceſſity of Epiſcopal Ordination, as nullifieth the Mini- 
« ſtry of theſe who want it; And cited for this, of Biſhops, Jewel, 

1 Deum 
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Doumum, Bilſon, Dawenant, Prideaux, Uſher, and Doctor Held, and Fern, 
and Mr. Maſon; And might cite many more, adding the Teſtimony of 
the Learned Biſhop of Sarum, His Expoſition of the 39 Articles of the 
Church of England, on Article 23. iS 

But what faith our Author to all this? Why? page 1147. line 6. he 
faith, Their Pofitiongwas not ſo very agreeable to the 23 Article of 
their own. Church. This is wonderful! that he knoweth the Senſe 
of that Article, better than the Biſhops and Doctors of the Church of 
England, Yea, and can confidenly ſay, page 115. 5 10. ¶ Nothing Clear- 
er] Theſe Men muſt either be very ignorant, that cannot diſcern 
that, then which nothing is Clearer; Or Men of no Principle, who 
aſfect Poſitions, which they diſcern to be contrary te an Article of 


their Church Cogfeffion. I ſuppoſe no ſober Judicious Man, will 


yield to either of theſe: But will ſoaner yield that our Author miſtakes 
the Senſe of the Article; Which doth not reſtrain Ordination to Bi- 
ſhops, but is drawn in ſuch general Terms, as to comprehend all that 


have power given them, in the Congregation, as Paſtors and Presbyters 


have in'the Reformed Churches. 0 ö 
I did alſo cite 'page 17. and: page 18. of my Find. the Teſtimony of 
the Learned Doctor Burnet, in his Expoſition of that Article of the . 
Church of England, who ſaith page 209. © That the general Words of 
this Article ſeemed to have been deſigned of purpoſe, not to exclude 
. Forreign Churches; And aſſerts, poſitively contrary to our Author, 
that whatever ſome: hotter.Spirits have thought of this, fince that time, 
« yet we are very ſure, that not only theſe who penned the Articles, 
but the Body of this Church, for above halt an Age after, did not- 
- withſtanding theſe irregularities,” acknowledge the Forreign Churches 
ſo conſtituted to be true Churches. And page 260. Neither our 
« Reformers, nor their Succeſſors, for near 80 years after theſe Articles 
* were publiſhed, did ever quefton the Conſtitution of ſuch Churches. 
And Mr. Baxter in his Fifth Diſput. ef Church Government, ſaith, not one 
diſſenting Vote can be found among them, as to this, from the firſt 
Reformation, till about the preparation for the Spaniſh Match, or a 
little before. 1 | 
Our Author cannot diſcover the Falpod of any-of theſe Teſtimo- 
nies. Only as to the Biſhop · of Sarums Teſtimony, he faith he will 
tranſcribe the whole $, which he ſaith it ſeemed I durſt not do: For what + 
Cauſe? Did I conceal any Words which did weaken the Teſtimony ? 
Or, did I Curtayl or Half a SentEnce to alter che Senſe. 
But he ſaith he will Frankly tell his Opinion of the Biſhops words, 


and p. 117.in the two laſt lines he profeiles a deference to his parts, and 
5 R Character; 


% 


as a 


Character; Yet page 11 F 143 he ſaith of ſome of his words, © They 
* favour tov much of the World and too litele of the Croſs. 2½% He 
repreſentz without Ground his Words, as if he ſaid, Deacons might 
Conſecrate the Euchariſt, or Ordain Prieſts. 3H, He faith page 119. 
liue 9 and 10. That his Lordſhips Gloſs ſeems to deſtroy. the Text. 
Arid line 11, &c. That ir ſeems, unneceſlarily. to expoſe the Churck 
* of England to the — of the Romani ſts. Both which is afferted 
by this Author without Ground, „ 8 
He ſuith page 18. as he had ſaid 8 rr. page 116. He doubts if 
there was ſuch a Neceſſity as might juſtifie ſuch a preſumption. He 
means of Presbyters ordaining' without Biſhops ; I oppoſe to him Sara» 
via de Diverſ. Grad. Defenſ. Cap. 2d. page 32. And Dounbam his Sermon 
on Revel. 1. and 20. Bur faith he page 116. $ 10. The Church of 
_ « England hath always rejected Ordinations performed without Biſhops, 
«Re-ordaining ſuch as had no better. But it's known that the Biſhops 
in King Edward the Sixth his days, as Cranmer and Ridley invited Bucer, 
Martyr, and Fagim, &. to come over, to promove the Reformation, 
and never deſired their Re- ordination; And tho Barer and Martyr, 
were ordained only by Presby ters, the one was Regius Profeſſor of Di- 
vinity in Oxford, and the other in Cambridge, and yet never Re- ordain- 
ed in Exglaud: And that the Act for Reordination ſinee the year 60, 
. was by a new peculiar Statute, r that Nation, and Church; For any that 
E: ſhould be capable of any Benefit therein, but not from the Principle of 
| _ nullifying the Miniſtry of theſe who want it, is manifeſt by what hath 
been ſaid. Tho our Author hath the confidence to ſay, page 116. line 
8, 9. © Nothing plainer (all that you have ſaid page 19. line 10, &c. 
(Notwithſtanding) then that it was in purſuance of the juſt new tran- 
ſcrived Article, that particularly ſo many were Re. ordainect anno 1660, 
&c. Here confidence enough, but no proof. 
This which I fay, is confirmed, by the publick Form of Prayer, &. 
for all the Reformed Churches, which hath. been uſed, and flill is, at 
— 8 Faſts in all Churches, and Chappels, through the Kingdom of 
ingland. & | 
This Opini. 4 9. And that this is a new Opinion in the Church of Scotland, even 
ox N:w in among the Epifcopal Men this Nation, I did page 19, 20. of my 
|» — Vindication, prove by two things. 1/4.- That Biſhop Sperſwoed in his 
1 Hiſtory of the Church of Scotland, ſheweth that the Scers Miniſters, (of 
| whom he was one himſelf) when to be conſecrate Biſhops in England 
anno 1610, would not yield to be R&ordained, becauſe they believed 
the Ordination they had by Presbyters was Valid. - 
T ke 24, was, That theſe Miniſters who conformed to Prelacy 8 
1662. 
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1662. in Seetland, were not opliged, nor did ever ſubmit to-Re-ordi- " 

nation: See of theſe in the Vindication, page 19, 20. | 
Our Author cannot deny the. Truth of theſe Things; But page 119. If 

8 15. line 2. he ſaith, Perhaps this Opinion is not new, but what if it was Fi 
And then ſpends near two pages on this, as if the force of the Argu- 
ment were, That our Predeceſſors for two or three Generations, could 1 
not err, or be miftaken in ſuch a Point; Or that it were Preſumptian !lf 
to recede from the received Opinion of the Church, I was born and oi 
bred in. Were it fo, there were much both of Popiſh and Heatheniſh | 
Leaven in it, as he faith, But it is nothing ſo. . And it is amazing to 

me, to find him ſay ing, That ſo far as he underſtands, this mutt le the 
force of the Argument, Doth he not well enough know, that tho our i 
Divines will not yield, that the Opinion or Practice of Anceſtors, be Wl 
the Rule or Foundation of our Faith; Yet it is ordinary, to cite the 
Teſtimonies of our Predeceſſors, hot only as a Proof of a Matter of if 
Fact, but as a ſecondary Proof of Doctrine, and that Novelty is 7 
judged a prejudice even againſt Doctrine. And who ever ab- ll 
jected this, it might leaſt been expected from our Author, who valu- 
ed himſelf ſo much on Antiquity. But if our Author could prove, lll. 
That our Reformeri have receded from their un Rule of Reformation, the Word lt 
of God, andthe Principles and Sentiments of the Primitive Church, as he-ſaith, 
he hath fully proved: I not anly give him leave to recede from them, 
but promile I ſhall follow him: For I will follow no Man furthen than 
they follow CHRIST: But this he hath not done, and am perſwaded 
be ſhall never be able to do. However, what I aſſerted, ſeemethgran- 
ted, this is a Novel Opinion in the Church of Scotland. Andias ſaid 
Find: page 21, This is not the general Opinion of theſe of the Egiſco- 
pal Perſwaſion of this Nation, at this preſent time. Thus it is made 
manifeſt, that this is a Novel] Opinion taken upþy ſome few of late, 
whom the Biſhop of Sarum calls, Hotter Spirits, contrary to the current | 
Opinion of Reformed Divines. | 300, Per- 

$. 10. I did in the third Place page 2 1. of my Vindication, propoſe to 2 ). 

ſew, this Opinion is Pernicious in its Fruits and Conſequences; And 
becauſe our Author curtayleth what I fay, and then cenſureth very 
freely, I ſhall firſt tranſcribe what I wrote, anent this in page 21-and. * 
22: of my Vindication, and then hear his Cenſure. 

My Words were theſe, “ This was hinted in the Sermon, page 14. # fend 
that this Opinion is deſtruttive to the Truth and Beeing of the moſt — ms 
of Proteſtant Churches: And this Author in page 12. of Examin: takes ihe Res | 
nqtice of it, as the firſt of theſe he calls my Arguments. And for An- firmed 
« {wer ſays, If M: M: bath leaſure, he may conſider that this is a pretty add Churches 
* way of Reaſoning ; But I think a little Leafure may diſcover, that to N 
| 1 - Argue 


| ſuch woeful Conſequence neceſſarily following upon it, might been 
a juſt prejudice againſt it, and called for more ſerious Thoughts, be- 


* Prieſts true Prieſts, and their Ocdinances and Adminiſtrations valid: 


©. a6 | 


© argue ab abſurdo, is not an odd way of Reaſoning ; « But uſual among 


« Schollars ; For the Argument might run thus, If this Opinion were 


true and allowed, it will neceſſarly inferr the deſtruction of the Truth 


* and Being of the moſt of Reformed Churches; But that were abſurd, 


therefore the Opinion from which it follows muſt de falſe ; Or thus, 


that Opinion which is ſo dangerous and hurtful, as to be deſtructive of 
the Truth and Beeing of the moſt of Reformed Churches, ſhould not 
be tolerated in any Proteſtant Church; But ſuch an Opinion as al- 
ſerts the Neceſſity of Epiſcopal Ordination, is ſo dangerous and de- 
ſtructive to the Truth and Beeing of moſt of the Reformed Churches, 


@: and therefore is not to be tole ated. And his Anſwer hereto is, I 


« confeſs, odd from a profeft Proteſtant, being on the Matter plainly 
this, That it is no abſurdity to ruine and deſtroy the Truth and Bee- 
ing of the Reformed Churches, and to deny them to be Churches of 
CHRIST; And this he doth with much diſdain. What, (ſaith he) muſt 
ve throw up a ſolid Principle, becauſe ſuch or ſuch a Churches Con- 


ſtitution is not conſiſtent with it; And, he ſays, this is to make Pra- 


, Rice the Standard of Principle, Cc. But I thought when the Queſtion 
« was, Whether ſuch a Poſition was a Principle? The repreſenting of 


fore there had been ſo confident an aſſerting, That this is found 
on ſo much Reaſon, and ſo univerſally received by the Catholick 
* Church for ſo many Ages; The contrair of which is manifeſt by 


what hath been faid. 


© But {o confident is our Author, that he adds page 13. M. M. may 
with as goed Reaſon ſay, That we ought to return to Rome, becauſe 
he that condemns the Romiſh Communion, condemns ſo great a part 
of Chriſtiandom ;'tb which I ſhall. give no other Reply then to leave 
* it to the unbyaſſed Reader, whether by this way of Reaſoning, it's not 
greater Abſurdity to deftroy the Truth & Being of the moſt of Refor- 
med Churches, than to condema the Romiſb Communion, which is 
* fo great a part of Chriſtendom, 

*And now to uſe our Authors own words, if or when he can get 
leaſure, I wifh he may ſeriouſly conſider, how hurtful and pernicious 
an Opinion this is: However ineffective (he ſaith page 7. )-it hath 
been in Scotland hitherto, becauſe it hath mot been vented before, yet 

what hurt it may now do, when vented, GOD knoweth. = by 
* this, he and theſe of his Opinion do great ſervice to the Papiſts ; 
* while they proclaim that the Romiſh Church is a true Church, their 


but 


—— ͤ.œ 
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*but all the Proteſtant Churches, that are not Prelatical, are indeed 
Ino Churches, and their Miniſters no Miniſters, Sc. How could ye 
© gratifie Papiſts more? 

Lea this is the way to harden the wicked, and make them caſt off 
* thaublick Woribip; yea to turn Seekers or Infidels, and to deny all 
Churches and Miniſters in the World; their being few that have not 
greater Blemiſhes, and Defects than this. 

* Yea this is to prefer a Formality, a Circumſtance, or Mode, to 
the Being of Churches or Miniſtry, and the ſubſtance of Worſhip, 
© and the Salvation of Mens Souls; as if it were better for Churches 
*to beno Churches, than not Prelatical ; or for Souls to be condem- 
ned, han to be ſaved by men that are not Prelatical'Is notthis to plead 
the very cauſe of Satan, by accuſing ſo many famous Churches and 
* Miniſters as being none indeed? And drawing the people ſo to cen- 
* ſure them and forſake them: thus I ſaid in my Vindication. 
| Now let us hear his Anſwer and Cenſure ; 1. Page 128. $ 28. he tells 

me, This is Cant ing, and talking things, which can never be highly valueds 
| but where common - ſenſe is at a verylow Ebb; It is good he is not the 
infallible Judge of common Senſe, I am content that all Men 
of common Senſe and Reaſon, judge betwixt him and me 
in this; and whether what he faith page 128. 129; have not in it 
much of Vanity and Self confidence, while he talketh thus, of chat 
which he calls his Principle, which is the Neceſſity of Epiſcopa! Ordinati- 
on, and ſuch a Neceſſity as Nullifiech the Miniſtry of all wbo want it. For as 
Loft told him, this is it which isinQueſtion.Of this he ſaith it is a Prin- 
© ciple ſo apparently founded on Apoſtolical Inſtitution, and ſo uni- 
* yerſally received, and honoured as ſuch, by all Chriſtian Churches all 
© the World over, for ſo many of the earlieſt and pureſt Ages of Chri- 
_ © anity; a Principle ſo naturally tending to ſecure the Order, the Peace, 
© the Unity, all the Deareſt-Interefts of Churches, and eſtabliſh the 
Authority of their Governours, and make their Diſcipline firm, and 
prevent all ſacriiegious Uſurpations of, and Intruſions into the hol 
© Offices Ce. And then he ſets me a Task, to prove that ſuch a Prin- 
ciple is ſo pernicious as I would Repreſent it to be: Indeed I will not 
| undertake to prove that ſuch a Principle is ſo pernicious. But I think 
it eaſie to prove, that his Poſit ion, which he vainly and without ground 
calls ſuch a principle, is fo pernicious, and I did prove it, and now 
ſtand up · for the Defence of what I ſaid. | 
le tells me in the z. laſt line; of page 129. My proper task is, I 
© muſt ſhew that he hath not eftabliſbed his Principle. Till this be done, 
Millions of my Syllogiſms will not prove worth a Mite. Are not 
theſe pretty big words? Now I mn I have performed the oy” — 
| ewe 


| | ( 70') | 
ſhewed he hath not eftabliſhed his Principle, for he muſt excuſe me, 
Iwill not take his confident Aſſertions for proofs, I hope now, he will 
conſider my Arguings, * ** 

My firſt proof, That this his Opinion is perniciom in its Fruits and 
Conſequences, is, Becauſe it is deſtructive of the Truth and baigg of 
moſt of the Reformed Churches; but that is abſu d and therefore an 
Opinion ſo pernicious and having ſo abſurd a Conſequence, muſt be 
falle. ; | | 

To this he ſaith in his pleaſant way $ 29. This is the Burden of the Song, 
and then addeth, of 20 things, that mizht be returned to this ſhadow of an 
Argument, be thinks two may be ſufficient, The Firſt in $ 30. is but a Re- 
petition of what he had ſaid in his Exam. page 12, and page 13, of his 
confidence of his principle, and that this is but to make pradlice the Standard 


of principles; and I ſhall refer co what Iſaid in my Vindication as it is 
Recorded ſome pages before this. 


But then page 120. $ 31, he ſaith, wy Argument is not ab abſurdo, it is 
us abſur dit y then to ruine and de ſtroꝝ the Truth, and Being of moſt of the refor- 
med Churches ; It is but an Inconveniency. : 


To argue ab abſurdo, ſaich he, 4. I take it, is to reaſon ſo, as to make it 
appear that the Poſition you argue againſt, either overthrows it ſelf or ſome ot ber 
acknowledged Principle or Verity: But not to diſpute with him anent the 


ſignification of Words, I wiſh he would ſpeak plain. Is it not a receiy- 
ed and acknowledged Verity, that the Reformed Churches are true 


Churches ? Andif his Poſition overthrow that, doth ir not overthrow an 
acknowledged Verity ? 


* Bue ſaith he, how can it be a Principle that this or the other Church 
©called Reformed, is rightly conſtituted ? The Reformation of Churches 
is but of Yeſterday, and therefore muſt be tryed by antient Principles, 
© Principles which have obtained from the beginning. I ſball not inſiſt 
on his Phraſe, Called Reformed, But 1. It is manifeſt, he changeth the 
Queſtion ; It is not about the right Contirution, but their Truth and 
ing. 2. He brings next the Reformation under Tryal, and I hope the 
Rule for that is the Word of GOD. By thatlet them be tryed, and not 
by his imaginary Principle. Next Line 13, 14, 15. he repeateth and 
owneth what he ſaid in his Examination, that I might with as good 


* Reaſon argue, we ought to return to Ne; Becauſe he who cons 
* demneth the Romiſh Communion, condemneth a great part of the 
Chriſtian Church. There is ( ſaith he) 4t leaſt an e 


qual Inconveniency, 
I deny that it is abſurd or 


inconvenient tocondemn the Romiſh Com- 
munion, tho thereby we condemn a 


great part of Chriſtendom ; It is 
both a Truth and Duty to do it. 


In $ 32. He giveth three Inſtances more, as he faith of ſuch Reaſon- 
ings, ſome of which are amazing. | 


1. He 


_. 
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1. He ſaich my Reaſoning is no better, than if one ſhould ſay, the 
Chriſ. ian can not be the only true Religion, for fo the far greater part 


© of Mankind for near 10s years, muſt have been Profeffors of falſe Re- 
ligions. Will he ſubſume, but that is abſurd, &c. doth this deſerve, or 


need an Anſwer? The ſame anſwer I return to the 2d. concerning 


firſt and pureſt Centuries, did be- 


the periſbing of the Impenitent, 

And as to the 3d. I'deny that the fir | 
Novs that the Epiſcopacy anent which we controvert, was of Divine 

Right . : 

In page 131. 8 32. He thinks, the ftricking fo hard againſt the Con- 
ſtitution of ſo many Reformed Churches, is »estber odious nor uncharitable. 
I told him often, it is not their Conſtitution, but Truth and Being, of which 
the Queſtion is. And whether the Deſtroying and -Denying of this, be 
odious and uncharitabley I ſhall defire the Judgement of the Learned Dr. 
Andrews Biſhop of Winchefter, who wasno Friend to Presbytrie, may be 
heard, who thus writeth in Reſp. ad 2d. Ep. P. Molin: Neither tho 
our Policy be of Divine Right, doth it thence follow, that without it 
© there is no Salvation, or that the Church cannot ſtand without it. He 
© is blind who doth not ſee Churches ſtanding without it; and he is 
( Ferreus J i. e. cruel and hard hearted as of an Iron Temper, who will 
deny to them Salvation. | 

But ſaith our Author, neither he nor theſe of his Perſwaſion muft 
bear the whole burden of the Odiam, and he alledgeth, theſe who have 
owned the Weſtminſter Cunfeſſon muſt hear their ſhare, And for this cit: 
eth, Fas Divinum Regium, Eceleſ. and Jus Divinum Mini erm; and the 
cxi. Prop. anent Cburch Government, and Hoormbeck Ep. to Dary anent In- 
de pendency. 

But all this labour, from page 133 to page 147. avuileth him nothing, 


in this debate. For 1. None of theſe he eiteth, aſſert the neceſſit7 
of Epiſcopal Ordination. 2. None df them denyed any of the Refornt- - 
ed Churches, to be true Churches; or their Miniſters to be true Mini- 


ſters. | „ | 
Objection. But theſs Writers afſett, the neteſſity of Ordinatlon 
to the Miniſtry, and ſo muſt oondemn ſome of the moſt conſiderable 

Reformed Forreign Churches, particularly the French Miniſters, who for 


the moſt part had no better Mitnen, then which flowed originally from 


the People. 


Anſwer 1. Learned Mr. Claude, anſwering the like Obiection, propo- 


ſedby the Author of the Prejudices, in his defence of the Refirmation, part 4, 
cap. 3. page 83. and cop 14- page 85. faith, theſe were but a ſmall Nun 
ber, and only forme few, and that it is not, nor opght to be, the common 
4 practice 


Practice? And that it hath no place but in the caſe of abſelati Neeef- 


Fo 


| "Abd therefore, 2. Nothing followeth, from what any of theſe he 


citeth, ſay, againſt the Truth and Being of any of the Reformed 
Churches, for they want not Ordination, whatever may be ſaid as 


gainſt ſome few perſons. Thy "203 * 
3. Theſe few perſons, who did enter without Ordination, had af- 


terward the Approbation and Conſent of other neighbouring Paſtots, 


and Churches, 1 
Vea, and the Congregational Divines in N. E. do uſe Ordination, 
and by Paſtors, and owne it ought to be uſed, and not neglected, where 


- it can be had. | 


By all which it is evident, that he and his Opinion, muſt bear ( to- 
gecher with the Papiſts ) all the Barden and Odium of the Ruine of th 


moſt of the Reformed Churches, by their Principle» 


I remember alſo, that beſides this of the Ruine of the Reformed 


Churches, I did in the 22 page of my Vindication, prove rhe Pernicionſe 
_ neſs of his Opinion; by other Conſequences of it, ſuch as it doth great 


Service to the Papiſts, while they proclaim, that the Romiſh Church 
is a true Church, their Prieſts true Priefts, and their Ordinations and 
Adminiſtrations valid; But all the Proteſtant Churches that are not 
Prelatical, are indeed no Churches, and their Miniſters no Miniſters, 


c. How could you gratifie Papiſts more? I did not charge him, as 
doing Service to the Papiſts, meerly for proclaiming the Romiſh. Church 


a true Church, and their Prieſts true Prieſts, as he ſets down my words 


page 128. 628. tho with an,&c.and an{wers no more, but (4 if in this we 


were ſingular) My charge of doing ſervice to the Papiſts, was, that while 


they grant theii Church to be a true Church, & their Prieſts true Prieſts, 


and their Ordinances, and Adminiſtrations valid. He and theſe. of his O- 
pinion, do deny this to Proteſtant Churches, that are not Prelatical; 


and aſſert them to be no true Churches, and their Miniſters no Mi- 
niſters, &c. A 


I did add, in that ſame page, that it is the way to harden the Wick: 
ed, and make them caſt off the publigk Worſhip, yea to turn Seekers 
and Infidels, and to deny all Churches and; Miniſtry in the World; 
5 being few, . who have not greater Blemiſhes, and Defects then 
this: 0 : 6 
And all the Anſwer he giveth to it, is, That be is ſorry I have fallen ſa 


The Charge a Canting, &, but of that in the 4th page before this. This is an eaſie 
ning vay to put off pernicious conſequences; but whether they follow on 


Anſwere a. 


his Poſition, will, I hope, be considered by ſerious perſons, -I added 
bony alſo 


3 4+. | | | dy 719 by | 8 | 
alſo page 227 line 26, Ce. This, ke. wit, to aſſert ſuch a Neceſſity of 


Epiſcopacl Ordination, is to prefer a Formality, a Circumſtance, a 
Mode, to the Being of Churches, or Miniſtry, and the ſubſtance of 
Worſhip, and the Salvation of Mens Souls: As if it were better for 
Churches to be no Churches, than not Prelarical, or for Souls to be 
condemned than to be ſaved by Men that are not Prelatical ; Is not this 


to plead the cauſe of Satan, by accuſing ſo many famous Churches, and 
Miniſters, as being none indeed; and drawing the people fo to Cen- 


ſure and forſake them. All this to him is but Canting, and Millions of 
Arguments are not worth a Mite, againſt his beloved Principle; and if 
he will retain it tho. never ſo wrong, and pernicious, who can help 
it 

But I find our Author in another place, to wit page 121. 8 17, falls 


heavily on ſome of my words, and accuſerh me for callirg Ordination , 
a Formality, a Circumſtance, « Mode, in Vind. page 24. line 22. and that erdinarion, 


I ſay the ſame of uninterrupted Succeſſion page 7. line 4. and page 16. line 
33, &c. he might added page 7. line 4. | 

But here he is Injurious to me many ways; 1. In that he reckons 
this as my 5th Objection, for my Argument was, from that he did pre- 
ferre it to the Subſtance of Worſhip, page 22. line 26. 

2.-T was not ſpeaking of Ordination in general, but of Prelatical Or- 
dination page 22. line 26. | mr. 

3. I did not ſay page 16. line 27. That Ordination is not neceflary :; 
But that among the things to be proven to eſtabliſh his Poſition, I 
reckoned as the 2d. that there is ſuch a neceffity of Ordination, that 
in no caſe there can be a true Miniſtry without it. And 3. This to 
be of neceſſity by Prelates. And 4. Canonically Ordained. And 

This by an uninterupted Succeffion from the Apoſtles. And the 
Neceflity of all theſe, ſuch, that without them there can be no Mini- 
ſters, no Sacraments, no Church; for it ãs of ſuch a Neceffity we ſpeak. 
Where it is evident I ſpeak of an uninterrupted Succeſſion of Canoni- 
cal Ordination, according to Church Canons; as is clear by my words 
page 7. line 4, &c. 4 
' I acknowledge, I ſay page 24. Zine 21, 8c. It will be found difficult, 
to prove the Indifoert le Neceſſity of Ordination inthe General 3 
though it ſhould be uſed, When it can be had; it being but the man- 
ner, and ſolemn way of Inveſtiture with the Office. 

And our Author ſhould, if he would done any thing to purpoſe, 
diſproved my Notion of Ordination, and brought contrary proofs of 
ſuch.an indiſpenſable Neceflity of Ordination, which he hath not 


N 1 | | But 
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F But perhaps, Sir, yon may think jt worth your noticeing, that this 
about the Neceſſity of Ordination in General, is but an incident Que- 
ftion.on which the Deciſion of the chief Queſtion doth not depend; for 
though I (bould yield what he pleads for, an indiſpenſable Neceſſity of 
Ordination inGeneral, that doth not infer the Neceſſity of PrelaticalOr- 
dination: But if there be no ſuch Neceſſity of O:; dination in General, it 
xuineth his Poſicion and Principle anent the Neceſſity of Prelatical Ordi- 
nation. 2. Had our Authour noticed what I ſaid, he might ſpared 
much of fis labour, I. do acknowledge tha: Ordination of Miniſters, 
by Paſtors, and the ſeparating them to the Office of the Miniſtry, with 
- Faſting and Prayer and Impoſition of Hands, is GODS Irſtituted, or- 
derly, and ordinary Way, and Means of entring to the Miniſtry, and 
fo Neceſſary by way of precept, and as a mean of the Order, and well- 
being of the Church; and this is that which the Authors of Jas Diwiy 
num Miniſterii alfert, and all that our Authors Reaſonings page 121. con- 
clude.; and that it ſhould be uſed and. not neglected. where it can be 
had: And Mr. Baxter hath by divers Arguments, proven the ſinfulneſs 
of deſpiſing, and neglecting Ordination, Diſput.. 2d. of Church Go, 
wernment cap, 9. yet the lame learned Man, doth in that fame Diſput, 
2d. cap. 3d. prove by many. Arguments, that Ordination is not ſo in- 
diſpenſably neceſſary in all caſes, to the Being of the Miniſtry : But im 
divers Caſes the Obligation to it may ceafe : and yet be an Obligation 
from GOD to exerciſe the office of Miniſtry 3 But ſuch caſes are rare 
and extraordinary, yet in theſe caſes, there is not ſo much want of a 
Commiſſion, as of a ſolemn Declaration of it, and Inveſtiture with it 
by Authorized Officers. N | 
For underſtanding this the better, I might refer to Mr. Bexters - 
Diſcourſe of the Nature and Ends of Ordination, Diſpnt. 3. cap. 2, 
| The Sum of which: is briefly thus, That the LORD Jefas Chriſt 
8 having inſtituted the Office, and preſcribed the Work of the Mini- 
22 « ſtry, and deſcribed how they ought to be qualified, and made it the 
ordination, Duty of Perſons ſo qualified, to deſire the Work, and made it the Du- 
* *ty of the People to deſire, chooſe, and conſent to ſuch, to be their 
: Paſtors. He: hath alſo: made it the Duty of the Overſeers of the 
Church, to excite and call ſuch to the Work, to try their Gifts, and 
having approven them ſolemnly to inyeſt them with the Office, which 
three laſt Acts are called Ordnation, eſpecially the laſt, being a de- 
* claring their Approbation, and their being qualified as the Scriptures 
require; And a delivering over Miniſterially, the Charge, and Com- 
miſſion from the LORD, and by Faſting and Prayer, with Impoſiti- 
« on of Hands, Separating, and Conſecrating them to the Work, — | 
CE E : 1 mutuar 
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mutual ingagement of Paſtor and People, to one another ; When 
ordained to a particular Congregation: See alſo page 159. Shewing it 
is the Signification of the Will of CHRIST, that conferreth the power, 
« and impoſeth the Duty: And his Will is fometimes ſignified without 
O dination; or folemn Inveſtiture with the Office. | 
Bur as I ſaid, the Deciſion of the Principal Queſtion, depends not on 
this. And I ſpeak not of this peremprority ; But that I do not fee, and 
perhaps it will be difficult to prove, the indiſpenſable neceſſity of Ordi- 
nation in general | 
As to what he faith of the Neceſsity of Uninterrapted Succeſſion of Ca- 
nonical Ordination, from the days of the Apoſtles; I may referr him to 
the Anſwer of Proteſtant. Divines, to the Popiſh Writers, on this Sub- 
© ct. / a | ; - 
8 I acknowledge all poſſible care (ſhould be taken, that Ordinances be 
performed regularly. But after a little travelling (to uſe his own words) 
vide page 122. in the Road of Thinking and Reckoning, on the great 
Intereſts of the Church, and the Concerns of Souls, a conſidering and 
conſcientious perſon, will clearly ſee great Ground te fear, to lay the 
Comfort or Salvation of People, or Truth and Beeing of the Miniſtry, 
and the Validity of their Miniſtration, on ſuch a Foundation, that there 
was no Interruption in the Succeſsion of Ordainers: Will our Author 
eſſay to give a ſatisfying Proof, that there was no Interruption of the 
Succeſsion of his own Ordainers or Baptizers, by any Simoniack, or In- 
truder, or Pretender, Heretict or Schiſmatick, in all the Series of the Sue: 
ceſsion from the Apofttes to the Biſhop that ordained him. | 
Having ſhewed ſomewhat of the pernicious and evil Conſequences, . 
of this Author's Opinion; Of ſuch a necelsity of Prelatical Ordination, 
c. I ſhould proceed to vindicate what Laſſerted in the fourth place, 
Find. page 22, &c. © That however boldly and confidently it be delive- 
red as a ſolid Principle, and a Rule founded on Reaſon, and univer- 
, ſally received by the Catholick Church, yet it hath no Ground from 
« Scripture or Reaſon, nor was it ever univerſally received by the 
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The Jedge, I did alſo in my Vindication page 24. toward the end, ſay, It was e: 
wer of di» nough for me to deny, and ſtand to the Defence, and put the Adver- 
verſe Pre- fary who affirmeth to prove it; Yet as, Ex Tuperabundanti, I did ſhew, 
— That many Learned Men, even of the Epiſcopal Perſwaſion, did prove 
the pal. the Right of Presbyters to Ordain, and the Validity of Ordination by 
ty of Ori. Presbyters. And that Biſhops have this Power only as Presbyters, cit- 
nation by « ing not only the Teſtimonies of Doctor Forbes, and Mr. Maſon, and 
Preziyters, © Doctor Feld; But the Reaſons they gave of their Opinions, page 25, 

26. And 29, That this may be done where there is no Biſhop, And 
zy, That a Presbyter hath not only concurred, in the Ordination of a 
Biſhop: But alſo 4h, Have made from among themſe'ves, an Epiſcopus 
Preſes. Ok all which he taketh little notice, and of ſome none at all. 
Only he picks up a Sentence, or halt a Sentence, or word, here and 
there, without conſidering the Threed of the Dicourſe, or whether the 
words be my Aſſertion, or Citation of anothers Words; And reckons them, 
with Capital, Cardinal, Numeral Letters, as Arguments ot mine againſt 
his Scheme, as he calls it. Some of which I have taken notice of for- 
merly, others of them I ſhall conſider now. | 
t. He doth page 122. f 18, Challenge me, for ſaying Vind, page 25. 
line 14. That as Presbyters were forbidden by the Canons, to Ordain 
without the Biſhops, ſo were Biſhops forbidden to Ordain without Preſ- 
byters. And then asks me, By what Canon of what council? Doth not the 
22d. Canon of the 4th Council of Earthage, cited by our Author in that 
lame page, forbid the Biſhop to Ordain any of his Elergy, without the Councel 
of the Elergy3 and when in the 3d. Canon of that ſame Councel, it is ap- 
pointed, That all thePrevbjters Preſent lay on their bands on theperſonOrdained; 
Doth not this ſhew without Squeezing, they meant more than Con- 
ſent, as I ſhewed page 21, of my Vindication, preventing his Objection 
he maketh þge 123. from the required Conſent of the people, who are 
not allowed to lay on Hands ; and that laying on of Hands belongs 
only to them who by Office, have power to Bleſs and Ordain, as Dr. 
obn Forbes argueth Iren. Lib. 2. cap. 11. page 163. And I admire, how 
- our Author ſhould had the Confidence to ſay, page 123. 124. That Blon- 
del himſelf 3 that Presbyters were allowed to impeſe Hands with the 
Biſsps; not of Neceſſity but for the gredter Solemnity of the Performance, 
Citing for that his Apolag. Page 165. and 349. whereas theſe were the 
words of Biſhop D5vnb4in which Blonde“ page 164. and 165. Refuteth, 
In both which places, he ſhewerh alſo; that the Cuſtom of the Faf, of 
the Biliops dilly Taying on of Hands in Ordination, did no more ex- 
lude Presbyters from Right and power, yea or Cencutrence in Or- 
dining, than the Cuſtom of ſome Churches, where tho they maintain 
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Parity among Minifters, yet the Preſes only layeth on Hands in Ordi- 
nation. But it is underſtood, it is with concurrence of, and in Name 
of the Presbytry. 
I do not fee to what purpoſe our Author page 122. 123. ſets down 

at ſuch length, the Story of Aurelius and Peftbumianus out ot third 

Councel of Carthage, yet if he pleaſe he may ſee what Blondel ſaith ofit 
Apel. page 34 l. to 345, f , 

Next, he doth page 124, F 19. fall upon the 23. line of page 25. of 
my Vind. Wherein I did ſhew, that Dr. Forbes, and Dr. Field prove 
the Validity of Presbyters Ordaining, from the-inſtance of the Ebore- 
piſcopi, who did Ordain, tho as they prove, they were but Presbyters. 
And the Anſwer he reſts in, is, That if they were presbyters, by all the 
Pranciples and Cenons of the Catholick Church, they could not Ordain ; 
Confidently enough ſaid, but without proof : But ſuitable enough to 
what he ſaid page 129. 5 30. Millions of Arguments will not avail a Mite 
with bim, againſt his beloved principle. 

It is in that ſame page 124. 5 20. he falls on the 46. and 47. line of 
that 25. page of my Vindication, where my words were, It were eaſie 
© to ſhew, both from the _— Divines, and Popiſh Schoolmen, 
* Divines and Canoniſts, that Biſhops and Presbyters are not diſtinct. 
Orders, and Officers, but a Degree for Order and Peace; yes, that 
© Biſhops Ordain as Pcesbyters, and that if not Presbyters, they could 
© not Ordain. And for proof of this, did Tranſcribe divers Teſtimo- 
nies of the Learned Dr. Field Lib. 5. cap. 39. of the Church ; See page 
26, of my Vindication. But he taketh no notice of them, or his Rea» 
ſonings. But he tells me, Theſe are Propoſitions maintained, and 
(for ought he knoweth ) originally minched by the Papiſts, of pur- 
© poſe to ſupport the monſtruous Doctrine of Tranſubgantiation. See the 
like $ 21. | confeſs I can not ſee how this ſupports Tranſubſtantiation; I 
can eaſily indeed fee, how as he, ſo they, may argue for the dignity of 
their Prieſts, preſuppoſing Tranſubftantiation, Sure I am Dr. Field and 
other Prelatical Divines, who uſe the Diſtinction, had no more favour 
for Tranſubtentiation than he; and are not the Canoniſts, who gene- 
rally hold Epiſcopacy a diſtinct Order, as great friends to Tranſubflan- 
tiatton, as the Schoolmen who deny it. 

And whether the diſtinction of Order and Degree, be (as he 
calls it page 125. S 22.) a Jargon or not I am not concerned; But he 
can not deny, divers learned Friends of Prelacy,. both Popiſh and Pro- 
teſtant uſe it; which was what I aſſerted. 

And therefore I paſs what he hath page I25, 136, of the difference of 
Order and Degree, and the diſtin W of Order and Juriſdiction, Limi- 
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. 
tation and Extanſian, tho it is eaſie to conceive how Fxtenſon, or Limi- 
tation, by Church Canons may be, when there is no ſuch thing by Divine 
Warrand ; and that a power may be conferred by one Infirumentally, who 
hath no Speriour power to what he conterreth, as is clear in Coronation 
of Kings, and Conſecration of Biſhops. But I am as willing to leave 
ſuch Speculations as ne. SE 

Only in ſtead of what he ſaith 5 23. Of the ſolid and perſpicuous 
* Hypotheſis of the Ancients, would we duly weigh it, and dutifully 
© return to it would make all clear and ſmooth, I thall ſay, would we 
© return to the Holy Scriptures, our trueſt and pureſt Antiquity, and the 
* only rule to decide Qneſtions anent Doctrines of Faith, or matters of 
© Worſhip 2nd Government, we might ſooner ſee the Truth; For there 
we have none of the School Niceties, nor ſuch bigh terms uſed of any 
Miniſters of the Goſpel, as Severaign, unconfined, Independent Gower, 
T ribunitian, Cenſorian, Imperaterial power, and Power of governing bis own 
Church, aceording to bis own Arbitrement, which our Authors Friend in 
the Vindication of the principles. of the Cyprianich Age faith, he hath col- 
lected out of the Monuments of the Cyprian Age, as belonging to the 
Biſhops. See page 230. 5 46. this is Lordly. Prelacy indeed. 

From p. 25. of my Yindic. he returneth to p. 23, 7. 33, &c. and falls 
on theſe words, Epiſcopacytho even of Divine Inſtitution, is not always ab- 
ſolutely neceſſary, &c. IK is of uſe in Debates to know how things are de- 
livered, and the coherence of Words, In tnat cited page, I was cauti- 
oning our Author to keep to the true ſtate of the Queſtion, and told him 
in the cited page it is not. I/tituiion, hut the Neeeſſty, and ſuch « Neceſſity 
44 nullifieth the Churches and Miniftry, and Ordinances of them who want it, 
about whichour preſent Queſtion is, Now cho Epiſcopacy were as they cal 
it a Divine or Apoſtolical Inſtitution, (which we deny) yet it doth 
got follow, there is ſuch a neceſſity of Epifcopacy, or Epiſcopal Ordi- 
nation, fer a thing mey be of Di vine Inſtitution, and yet nos ſuch abfolute ne- 
celſty. Divines do diſtinguiſn betwixt the neceſlicy' of Piecept, and of 
Mean, And then did ſhew how Dr. Furbes Iren. page 159. did aſſert and 
prove, that tho the Epiſcopal Degree be of Divine Right, yet that co- 
nom is ot nec ſſary to the. Being of the Uhimch, & e. and then p 24. 1 
ſhewed the Q. was not only alout the vroeſſi of Prolacy, hut ſuch an abſolube 
vet e giti , Ordination by 4 Prel sss... = f : 91 5 4 
But What ſaith he to all this, he tells me p. 127. 8 26. To be abſolut 
nere aty to Salustion it one thing, and to b. abſolutely neseſſary, for the due 
Conflitution of an organized viſible Church, is another thing : And then 
ꝛddsth G Exprofivns anent GOD'S Swprwlegal ( as he calls it) Cle- 
eve}, ( a mare of which, e wiltidouby not allowto profeft Heacheris) 
N N | But 


But that we are to be ruled by his 2 wil. But he might eaſily know 
our = wer po was anent what was abſolutely neceßßary to the Truth and Bei 
of a Church, and not about the Salvation of particular perſons — 
about the Truth and Being of a Church, and not about what is necel- 
ſary by Church Canon. | 
As for what he addeth, That a Neceſſity witfully and undutifully 

made by our ſelf, can never be honeſtly pleaded to be a juſt Necesſity 
— and that we have undutifully kicked out of doors thoſe who by 
© the Apoſtolical Structure, and by all the Rules and Principles of the 
* Catholick Church, had the power of Ordination, and then we plead 
© Neceslity, and that we muſt Ordain without them In this he is very 
injurious to us, we have according to our duty rejected that Prelacy, 
which had no Divine nor Apoſtolical Inſtitution, or power of Ordination. 
And we do not then plead Neces/ity, as our Excuſe why we muſt Or- 
dain without them. For my Diſcourſe againſt the abſolute necesſity of 
Prelacy, tho granted to be of Divine Right, was not gs excuſe to us, but if 
poſſible to abate ſome of his confident peremptorinefs, and bring him to 
more Conſideration, at leaſt, that others not fo high flaw'n as he might 
ſee learned men of the Prelatical way oppoſe this Poſition and Princi- 
ple, of ſuch abſolute necesſity of Prelacy, and Prelatical Ordination, 
to the Truth and Being of a Church and Miniſtry, and their Reaſons, 
and might not he ſtumbled with his bold and confident Aſſertions. 

Aud now I ſhall repeat what I faid p. 29, of my Vindic, (of wich he 
taketh no notice ) If Men would but ufe a little RefteQion, they might 
diſcern, how by Concesfion, and their own Practice, that which is of 
the greateſt Confequence, in the Miſſion of Miniſters, to wit, the try- 
ing of their Gifts, and judging them to be qualified, as tbeſe whom 
God ſends, is wholly laid over on the Presby ters, and they joyp allo in 
the Ritual pare of Imęaſition of Hang. 


Alter which Tad in the ſame Page, add, I hope; it will not he judg: 
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perſons; that there are many fertous Chriſtians, Who have a Witnes in 


ed an Enthufiaftical Argument, by fober and ferious and conſidering 8 


themſelves anent Presbyterian Miniſters, their being Mintſters of Chriſt,” wardexye. | 
ſo that they may ſay as 2 Cor, 3. beg. Need we Epiftles of Commendation, Thee. 


ye are our Epifile, & c. | 

To this he replyeth p. 127. C 27. What ſhall be ſaid to this ? You will turn 
angry if I ſhall call it indeed Enthuſiaſt ical after you bave hoped 0therways: 
What then ſhall I call it, Fancifull or Fanatical, I ſhall leave it to the Rea- 
der to judge, what Cenſure, ſuch talk of a Scriptural Argument, doth 
deſerve? Was the Apoſtles Argument Fanciful or Fanatical ? Is the 
Fruis of Converſion of Souls, and Reformation, and Holineſs, by the 
1 | power 
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power and Bleſſing of GOD, accompanying a Miniſters Labours, no 
Teſtimony of GODS Approbation, of his Miniſtry and Miſſion? It 
ſeemeth the Spirit of God thinks it is, Fer. 23. 22, 28. 29. and Mat. J. 
16. Or is there no reality in Chriſtians ſpiritual Experience, of the 
Fruit of the Word, or work of Grace on their Hearts: .Is all this but 
Fancy, and Fanaticiſm ? Or will he be ſo boldly uncharitable, as to 
ſay that all which the Hearers of the Presbyterian Miniſters, can witneſs 
of this, is but Fancy and Fanaticiſm? He hath need to take heed, leſt 
in that he be found judging his Brethren, and offending againſt a Ge- 
neration of God's Childrens What tho ſome may pretend to the Fruits 
of the Word, and Spirit, who have them not; doth it follow, that none 
have them in Truth and Reality? Or that none who have it, may 
know what is of Truth, from Fancy; as for his Retortion from the pre- 
tences of Papiſts. c. If there be any fruits of Holineſs among Papiſts or 
Arminians, &c. ſure I am it is not by the Doctrines wherein they differ 
from us, but by the Truths which they hold together with us, S 
The Donatiſts did not argue as I do, as he alledgeth, and Auguſtine's 
- Teſtimony, is impertinently alledged, by our Author, and doth him 
no Service in this. For in that cited place, De anit. Eccleſiæ Cap. 18, 
19. Aug: brings the Denatiſts arguing from Miracles done by Donatus, 
and that this Brotber or Siſter did ſee ſuch or ſuch a Viſion, &c. And Aug: 
doth call on them, to lay aſide, theſe Fifions of lying men, or Wonders of 
deceiving ſpirits, Shewing how the Spirit of GOD hath cautioned a- 
gainſt ſuch pretences, and calls to them, To prove their Charch by the 
Scriptures of the Prophets and Evangelifts, &c. which Teſtimony Protefant 
Divines do moſt appoſitely improve againſt Popiſh pretences to Miracles, 
as a Sign of their Church. But Auguſt: doth not bring in the Donati fis 
arguing for their Miniſtry, from the effect thereof in the Hearts and 
lives of people, in their Converſion and Holineſs. Nor condemn that way 
of arguing; But if it were needful, it were eaſie to cite multitudes of 
Teſtimonies, from Auguſtine, and other Writers, both Antient and 
Modern, arguing from the bleſſed Effects of the Word, on the Hearts 
and Lives of Peaple. | 
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Some Animadverſions on his 
CONCL USION 
| Page 142, 143. | 


HE ſaith with no little Confidence, s 46. Nu may ſee that thoſe of the 
Epiſcopal Per / waſion, have more than one ſolid Reaſon, for Refuſing to 
bold even Laical Communion with you. 

I have conſidered all he hath written as ſeriouſly as I could, and do 
Ingenuouſly profeſs, I cannot ſee ſo much as one ſolid Reaſon, for 
refuſing Communion with us in Worſhip, and what he repeateth, a- 
nent cerruption in Worſhip, or the Validity of our Ordination, or 
our being in a State of Schiſm, hath been conſidered, and confuted be- 
fore, and I am confident few of the Epiſcopal Perſwaſion, will be of 
his mind, except ſome irricat by their Sufferings, or ſome hotter Spi- 
_ who follow the Opinion of Mr. Dedwel, and ſome others in Eng- 

_ TR | | 
In $ 49, He flouriſheth, That it were yet more unreaſonable,that the Epiſ- 
copal Clergy fhonld as Laicks hold Communion with us, as if this were ihcon- 
- ſiftent with the Honour of their Office, and their Reſpect and Adhe- 
rence to their Spiritual Fathers the Biſhops, that it would diſcourage 
them, who have Orthodox Principles, and incourage us to think our 
ſelves ſecure and ſafe, in our Eccleſiaſtical Rebellions and unaceountable 
Schiſm; As he is pleaſed to call it. Never was ſuch kind of Reaſoning, 
or I may call it Ranting, heard of in the Church before; Doth a Mi- 
nifters hearing, or joyning in Worſhip, when he hath no Opportunity 
to Minifter himſelf, debaſe or vilifie his Office? Doth it not rater 
Edifie by Example to Unity and Concord? Nor doth it truely ſpeak 1 
out, the altering of Judgement, or adhererice to Prelacy ; But as for 7 
his calumnious Epithets of Eceleſiaſtical Rebellien and unaccountable Schiſm, 
I with him Repentance for them, that he may obtain Forgiveneſs of 
GOD. | X fn That 
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That which he hath s 50. That if ever People in the Marld could, they cn 
fuſtly pretend Tenderneſs of Conſcience, for their refuſing to hold Communion 
with us: It is but vapouring and vain Words, and I am perſwaded, 
there are but few of the Epiſcopal Perſwaſion in Scotland that carry 
things to the height, this Author doth ; He faith, No Man can prove 
them to be either Hereticks or Schiſmaticks, I will not ſpeak of theſe of 
the Epiſcopal Perſwaſion in. General, many of whom I Honour and 
Love. But I have already ſhewed this Author's Principle, he ſo much 
values, to be Schiſmatical: And whether he be Heretick or not I cannot 
tell: Seing he accuſes our Confeſſion of Faith of Errors, and yet will 
not tell what they are, ſo that we know not, whether his difference 
from us thereanent, be in things Eſſentialand Fundamental or not. He 
calls the granting of Toleration a ſmall favour, J hope theſe in Authority 
will findit were no favour, but a prejudice to Reformed Churches, to 
tolerat men to diſleminat Principles, deſtructive to the Truth, and Being 
ef the moſt of Reformed Churches, 


Poſtſcript. 


Hine finiſhed my Defence of the Vindication of my Sermon. I 
crave leave to add that in reading theſe Letters, I found to my 

Grief, ſeveral, in my judgement very Hetrodox Poſitions, dropt 
into diverſe places of them. Some of which I ſhall now give you aca 
count of, that this Author if he pleaſe may conſider better of them, and 
not perſiſt in his Error; at leaſt that others may ſee, what Principles 


ſome among us, are diſſeminating, and labour to be eſtabliſhed in the 


Truth. 5 
Voi For proof, I ſhall repreſent a few of his Aſſertions, in his own: ; 


Theſ. A» Words ſuch as. 


1 1. Is Let. 1. S3 T. page 16. He ſaith of praying to Angels or Saints. 
Salm Tut: departed, it is diſputable, whether there is any more againſt it, but 
ret: Init: poſic ive Law. It is diſputable whether to pray to them be intrinſical- 
pel; a: Riy ly evil, whether it affrouts the Divine Nature, &c. I acknowledge 
nold . Papiſts do not only diſpute, but deny, that it is intrinſically evil; yea, 


Finger of or any poſitive Law againſt it. But Reformed Divine, do aſſert, that 


xdelatry, the Doctrine and Practice of Invocation of Saints, and Angels, is In- 
and gene= pious and Idolatrous. Becauſe 1. It aſcribes to Angels and. Saints, the. 
rally al f Attributes and Perfections, that are ſolely proper and peculiar to God. 
—_—_ 2, That its highly derogatory from the Glory of God, as Governour 
that [ubje4 Of the World, 3, That it's highly injurious to the Honour of Chriſt, 


as. 
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as the only Mediator, GOD hath appointed betwixt GOD and Mam. 

2do. He ſaith Let. 3. 8 28. page 92. Lou are not able to produce 
* better Evidence for this, that ſuch a Goſpel ( E.G. St. Marks) or ſuch 
. * an Epiftle (E. G. St James, or St. Jude, or any other you pleaſe)ought 

* to be imbraced as part of the ſacred Canon; then I have produced 
* for the Apoſtolical Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy; and J. 5. 8. No Evi- 
© dence at all can be ſquized for the Canonicalneſs of the named Goſpel 
© or Epiſtles, from the genuine Apoſtolical Monuments. And J. 13, and 


- 3s aan 
* 14 and 15, Our belief therefore of this, that ſuch or ſuch a Book is 


s Canonical, muſt of neceflity depend on the Skill, Credit and Integrity 
« of theſe who outlived the Apoſtles, i. e. flouriſhed in the ſeccad Cen- 
« tuty, and page 94. l. 5, 6, 7, 8. Once more, what is become of our ho- 
c ly Faith? What's the Rule of it; or what Records contain it? The 
c ſacred Books of Holy Scripture, But how do we know that thefe 
Books are indeed Sacred? How are we aſſured that they were writ- 
« ten by men divinely aſſiſted? What evidence has there been 


c theſe 1600 years for theſe things? What elſe ; but the conſtant Teſti- 


* mony of men who were all along fallible, and very capable of erring 
© in matters of Opinion. 

And now I appeal to any judicious Proteſtant, whether if this Authors 
Aſſertions hold, we have any Divine Faith, and Belief of the Scriptures, 
as of Divine Inſpiration. I think there are diverſe things, in our Au- 
thors Diſcourſe about this Subject, worthy of Obſervation. 


Such as 1. The Q here is nor, about the Pen- man who wrote the 


Book, what James or Jobn wrote this or that Epiſtle? But anent the 


Canonicaine(s of the Book, Goſpel or Epiſtle, whether Sacred and Divinely 
Inſpired. ( for theſe are his words)and it was well ſaid by Melchior Canus, 
tho a popilh Biſhop, I. 2. cap. 11.p. 57, It is not much material to the 
* Catholick Faith, that any Book was written by this or that Author, 
* ſo long as the Spirit of God is believed to be the Author of it, whick 
© Gregory learnedly delivers, and explaineth. For it matters not with 
© what Pen the King writes his Letter, if it be true that he wrote it - 
2. This man proponeth the {ame Queſtion, wherewith Popiſh Writers, 
and eſpecially their Miffionaries uſe to aſſault Proteſtants, and puzle the 
Weak ; ſuch as, How know you the Scriptures co be the Word of GOD? 
or written by Men Divinely Aſſiſted? How know you that this Goſpel; 
or that Epiſtle ought to be embraced as a part of the ſacred Canon? Or 
that we have them handed down to us, unmarred, unmixed, and un- 


corrupted? And his Anſwer is: worſe and-weaker than theirs. For 


tome of the Popilh Doctors, when pleading the cauſe of the Chriſtian 
Religion againſt Infidels, give. the ſame Antwers; and uſe the fame Ar- 
| 3 Ziuments 


, 
» 
g « } 
+ 3 6 
iF# M7 


8 „ 
— —— — 


„—— 
* 
2 — RT. 3 — _ 
» 
—— ͤ—— W + 
* 


OR 


—— — —œ 
—— — 


— FW 


N 
: 
* 


= - Ts ED. 
guments for the Divine Authority bf the Scriptures, which Proteſtants 
give. See Bel, Lib, 1. de verbo Det cap. 24 and Greg. de valentia Analyſ: 
dei Lib. 1. cap. 3· And when any of them propoſe theſe Queſtions to 


puzle weak Proteſtants, their deſign is to lead them to the Authority or 


Teſtimony of the Church, which is far more plauſible like, than the 
Reſolution and Anſwer our Author giveth, to wit page 92. $ 28. line 
13. 14. That our belief, that ſuch or ſuch a Book is Canonical, muſt of 
neceſſity depend on the Skill, Credit, and Integrity of theſe who out- 
© lived the Apoſtles, i. e. Flouriſhed in the 2d Century. What fcricus 
Chriſtian can Read or hear ſuch things withoutGrief and Horror ? 
What is it to expoſe the Authority of the Holy Scriptures, and the 
Faith of Chriſtians, to the contempt of Infidels ? If this be it not. 
As if their Faith were but Fancy, and Credulity without ground? 
Muſt our Belief that this or that Book is Canonical, of neceflity de- 
pend on the Integrity, Skill, and Credit of thoſe who lived in the 2d 
Century? How few of theſe have Written, and of theſe how few 
have Teſtified of ſuch Things; that this or that Book is Canonical. 
And what certain Evidence have we of their Integrity, Credit, anc 
Skill; or that their Books have been handed down to us, unmixed and 
uncorrupted 2 What Proteſtant or Papiſt gave ever ſuch a Reſolution 
of his Faith. I believe ſuch an Epiſtle as that of James or Jude to be 
Divinely Inſpired, and a part of the Word of GOD, becauſe two or 
three Writers of the 2d Century ſay fo. 

2. Lo not our Divines prove the Divine Authority of theScriptures, 
by many A:guments, both intrinſick to the Scriptures, by the Impreſs 
of GOD uponthem, both on the Matter and Manner of Writing, and 
that as the Works of GOD, (hew they came from GOD, ſo doth his 
Word, which can not be ſaid of Prelacy. Asaiſo by many extrinſick 
Arguments, as may be ſeen in all our Reformed Divines, in their Writ- 
ings againſt the Pepiſts, and Antiſcripturiſis, particlarly in Camero de 
verbs Dei, and Gerard, and Gomarug, and Turrettine, and Dr. Owen in 
divers Tręatiſes, and Sir Charles Wolſey, c. But it ſeems this Author 


* 
3 
* 


makes no account of all theſe, except the Teftimony of theſe of the 


ſecond Century; unleſs he thinks he helps it by what he adds page 94. 
{ine 11. 12,13, © What evidence has there been theſe 1600 Years for 
theſe things What elſe but the conſtant Teftimeny, and Traditi- 
on of Men who were all along Fallible, and very capable of erring in 
Matters of Opinion. Which tho it be a Motive of Credibilicy, is not 


af 

Inſpired. | 

The former two particulars, being as I conceive of fuch weight, 
| 3 have 


| giiciens Foundation, for our belief of che Scriptures being Divine 


TT WH . 
"have obliged me to enlarge upon them; and therefore ſhall but 
"briefly touch at other things. I 
3. This Author -ſaith page 68.597. If any particular Form of 
Church Government be of Divine Right, then to condemn it is Hereſie 
I acknowledge that the word Hereſie, is variouſly taken by.Eccleſiaſti- 
cal Writers, but commonly it is uſed for an obflinete Error, in ſome eſſential, 
fundamental point; Now tho I believe that the Presbyterian Govern- 
ment is of Divine Right, yet I can not be ſo uncharitable, as to think 
that all who are Epiſcopal or Congregational do err, in that which is 
eſſential and neceſſary to their Salvation; nor know I any Proteſtant 
that judgeth as this Author, nor ſee I any Ground for this fo ſevere 
Judgment. | 

4. In the ſame cited page and 8. he cenſureth me, for ſaying, *That 
© if the Difference and Diviſion be only anent Church Government, 
*there will need clear proof to convince, that it were unlawful to joyn 
in Worldip. But of that formerly. 

5. As to his uncharitable Opinion page 35. and 36, Thar ſeparation 
from one particular Church excludeth from the Eathelick, and one ſalutary 
"Communion ; I have ſaid enough formerly. | 
As alſo to that which may be reckoned 
ſitions, let. 2. Page 47. © That Communion with Schiſmaticks in theſe 
Duties and Ordinances wherein they agree with the Catholick 
: — doth imply and ſigniſie Approbation of that wherein they 
differ. 


7. He faith page 130. Let. 4. 5 31. That to infec the deſtruction 


© of the Truth and Being of the moſt of the Reformed Churches, is no 


'© abſurdity, but an Inconvenience ; and 7. 16. There is at leaſt an 
equal Inconvenience in condemning the Romiſh Communion, But 
ofchat, and his Reafonings thereanent formerly, 

- 8; In page 127. Let: 4. 56 27. He calls Arguing from the Spiritual 
Experience ef ſerious Chriſtians, of the Effects of the Miniſtry of Preſ- 
byterian Minifters, on their Hearts and Lives, to prove them to be the 

| Minifters of Chriſt; I fay he calls this way of Arguing Faxcieful or 
Fanetical, tho 1 told him Vind. page 29. It was Scriptural, Citing for 
it 2 Cor. 3, 1. 2, But having taken notice of this alſo formetly, I 
ſhall only ſay, That I am loath to Judge any Mans State; yet this 
looketh not like one acquaint with the SpiritualExperience of the Peo- 
ple of GOD. And 2. They who have this Witneſs and Experience 


in themſelves, have an Argument, which all this Authors talk of Prin- 


giples, and Demonſtrations, can not Confute, or Anſwer, 


Con- 
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42 Courteous Reader, | ned Aacha vs. du LOT 0 nin ks 163 
Am now an old Man, and am weary of Debates, and. Diviſions ; 
among other things, which makes me long for Heaven this is one, 
That there will be perfect Love, Unity, and Concord; and as ol 


__ * 1 


See Mel · Grynæus ſaid, 1bi Lutherus cum Zuinglis optime cenvenit, Luther and 


chior 


Ziinglius do well agree. It is noſmall Comfort to me, in the review 


Adam. in of my Life, that I have Preached and Prayed for, and endeavoured 


Pits 
Gryntt 


to promote Peace, and Love, and Unity, and Concord in the Church; 
and the longer I live Lam the more perſwaded, that this is not only 
the Duty, but the Intereſt and Advantage of the Church, and parti- 
cular Chriſtians. It would be their Honour, and Happineſs, Strength, 


and Safety, and would be much for the Honour of GOD, and Succeſs 


of the Goſpel : Whereas Diviſion diſhonours GOD, hindreth che Suc- 
cels of the Goſpel, and giveth advantage (0. Adverſaries of our Reli- 
gion. Although we muſt not purchale peace with Men DESI, and 
breaking our Peace with GOD; yet as it is Duty if it be poſſible, and 
as much as in us lyeth, to live peaccably with all Men, ſo much more 
among Chriſtians, to endeayour as Chriſtians, to keep the Unity of the 
Spirit in the bond of Peace, Eph. 4. 3 5 Ai 
Would all ſound Proteſtants, conſider, wherein they agree, and lire 
according to tlieſe, and in Love and Concord, practiſe and promote 
theſe things, wherein we are agreed. Phil. 5. 16. It ene more 
Pleaſing to Ged, and proficable to our ſelyes.. I believe jt is truth 
which the Reverend Mr. Baxter Directory, part 3. N noteth.out jof | 
Dr. H. More. It would do much more good in the World, if all Par- 
ties were more forward to find out and commend what is good in the 
Doctrine and Worſhip of all that differ from them; This would wòWIn 
them to hearken to Reforming Advice, and yould keep up.the Creglit | 
"of common Truths, and Duties f Religqn,jn che World, when is 
refvyous ſnarling, at all that others; do, doth, tend to bring the World 
ta'Atheiſm; and baniſh all Reverence of Religion, together witch 
eee GE... 34 
And to conclude after all this debate, I ſhall ſo far agree with my 
Adverſary, as to joyn with him in the Prayer. 1 e concludes 
May the God of peace, for the ſake of bis deare ft Son | ePring, F. Peace,refare ns 
all to true Catholick Chriſtian Peace and; Unity. May the == of God rule 
in. eur Hearts, to which we are called in gung Body, . Amen. Th 
B | 4 6: 
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